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Abstract 
Intrapreneurship is a topic with a high attraction equally to many scholars and 
managers in companies of any size nowadays. It is defined as entrepreneurship within 
existing organizations and became a subject of interest because of its effects on 
organizational revitalization, innovation, and the creation of new business activity. 
Intrapreneurship is especially important in the context of industrial R&D to develop 
radical product innovation as the initial phases to create new domains of business that 
are unrelated to the current mainstream activity of the established firm.  
This paper aims at developing characteristics of an intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture in order to facilitate intrapreneurship over time – that is, to make it happen 
again and again. An emergent body of literature stresses that entrepreneurial and 
innovating behaviours of both individuals and firms depend on cultural factors. 
However, still it is not fully clear how to define, build, and measure such culture that 
supports intrapreneurship in industrial R&D.  
Therefore, an extensive literature investigation has been conducted in order to identify 
relevant culture-bound factors that support intrapreneurship in industrial R&D. In 
total, 101 scientific but also practice-oriented contributions in the domain of 
innovation, entrepreneurship, and intrapreneurship have been studied. Guided by 
theory on national, professional, and corporate culture, a six-dimensional framework 
of intrapreneurship-supportive culture has been conceptualized. 
Keywords: intrapreneurship, innovation, national culture, professional culture, 
corporate culture. 
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DEVELOPING CHARACTERISTICS OF AN INTRAPRENEURSHIP-
SUPPORTIVE CULTURE 
 
1  Introduction 
Intrapreneurship is a topic with a high attraction equally to many scholars and 
managers in companies of any size nowadays. Intrapreneurship can be broadly 
defined as entrepreneurship within existing organizations, and there is broad 
consensus both in academia and business practice about the relevance and the need of 
bringing entrepreneurship into the settings of established companies. Already 
Schumpeter (1934), who stated that “new enterprises are mostly founded by new man 
and the old business sink into insignificance”, identified the need to instil the logic of 
entrepreneurship into the established businesses. And what Drucker (1985) stated 
some twenty years ago, that “today’s businesses, especially the large ones, simply will 
not survive in this period of rapid change and innovation unless they acquire 
entrepreneurial competence”, still seems to hold true today. Besides existing small 
and medium sized companies (Aaltio, 2002; Carrier, 1994, 1997; Fayolle, 2003; 
Veenker et al., 2004), especially big companies are turning towards intrapreneurship 
because they are not getting the continual innovation, growth, and value creation that 
they once had (Heinonen & Korvela, 2003; Mair, 2005; Pinchot, 1985; Pinchot & 
Pellman, 1999).  
Moreover, intrapreneurship is especially important for R&D as an important source of 
technical knowledge to develop radical innovation – that is, the discovery and 
exploitation of completely new business opportunities that go beyond the existing 
mainstream business of the firm (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003; Burgelman, 1983; 
Fayolle, 2003; Hornsby et al., 2002; Kelley et al., 2002; Klein, 2002; Klein & Specht, 
2002; Lorange, 1999; Vanhaverbeke & Kirschbaum, 2005). In this way mature 
organizations, that may miss these opportunities, can develop new business activity 
based on highly innovative technology that is ahead of competition and creates 
completely new customer needs which the latter is not yet aware of. Yet, especially 
large, industrial companies have difficulty to accommodate intrapreneurship and to 
manage radical innovations. Mostly, R&D in these companies focuses on the short-
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resources and pathways rather than on radical innovations that demand the exploration 
of new and unknown paths. Furthermore, R&D engineers and scientists often are not 
entrepreneurial at all in their approaches. They focus too much on technical issues and 
lack an integrated approach.  
In order to facilitate intrapreneurship in R&D – that is, to make it happen again and 
again – both individual intrapreneurs and a supportive organizational setting must be 
present simultaneously. In this respect, an emergent body of literature seeks to 
identify the conditions required for intrapreneurship to occur in organizations (Carrier, 
1994). More specifically, several authors stress that entrepreneurial and innovating 
behaviours of both individuals and firms depend on cultural factors (Anfuso, 1999; 
Carrier, 1994; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Fayolle et al., 2005; Miles & Covin, 
2002; Morris et al., 1993; O'Connor & Ayers, 2005; Smith, 1998; Sommerlatte, 2001; 
Ulijn & Brown, 2004; Ulijn et al., 2001; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). Such a culture 
would build on all principles relating to the way an organization operates that will 
raise opportunities of creating profitable newness or difference in doing business. But 
what does this mean more concretely? What kind of organizational structures and 
resources should be available? What has to be provided by top management? And 
what are the requirements on the team and on the individual level?  
Still, it is not fully clear how to define, build and measure such culture that support 
intrapreneurship in its entirety. A big body of both scholarly and practice-oriented 
literature deals with this topic but a holistic approach towards modelling 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture still seems to miss. Hence, this work aims at 
identifying the relevant contributions in this domain. Based on an extensive literature 
review, intrapreneurship-supportive culture is conceptualized as an intersection of 
national, professional and corporate culture types. A framework is proposed that – 
once further developed and empirically tested – would serve as an instrument both to 
measure and to determine relevant levers to shape intrapreneurship-supportive culture. 
First, Section 2 explores the underlying concepts of intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture, namely national, professional, and organizational culture. Second, Section 3 
provides an overview about the work and research done in the field of innovation- and 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture. Based on this knowledge, the determinants of an 
intrapreneurship supporting culture are elaborated and conceptualized in a holistic 
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Finally, Section 4 discusses the results and gives recommendations on how to build 
and maintain an intrapreneurship-supportive culture on the operational level. 
 
2  Building blocks of intrapreneurship-supportive culture 
An appreciation of the importance of culture and cultural differences has high 
relevance for entrepreneurship and innovation. From an organization’s point of view, 
innovation activities are basically built around interaction processes between 
individuals and the surrounding organization, including the interaction and transfer of 
people across national, professional and corporate cultural boundaries. The seminal 
research by Hofstede (1980) has inspired much of the cross-cultural research activity 
since 1980 and has been one of the dominant research paradigms in cross-cultural 
studies. Culture, as Hofstede suggests, is something like the “software of the mind”, 
the operating system that allows human individuals to share and make sense of 
experience (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). It refers to a set of shared norms, values, 
beliefs and attitudes held by the members of a group, such as a nation or organization 
(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Culture is the means by which people communicate, 
develop and perpetuate their attitudes towards life and work in order to interpret their 
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important are the shared ways by which groups of people understand and interpret the 
world. This essential core of culture consists of traditional, that is historically derived, 
selected and learned basic assumptions (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952; Trompenaars & 
Hampden-Turner, 2001). As depicted in Figure 2-1, culture comes in layers, like an 
onion, and to understand it you have to unpeel it layer by layer (Hofstede & Hofstede, 
2005; Schein, 2004; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2001). 
The metaphor of the onion (see Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005; Schein, 2004), as the one 
of the iceberg (Selfridge & Sokolik, 1975), plainly illustrates the layered structure of 
culture from the explicit, clearly visible outside/top of artefacts and products to the 
implicit, invisible, inside/bottom layers and elements of culture. On the outer layer, 
explicit culture is the observable reality of the language, food, buildings, houses, 
monuments, agriculture, shrines, markets, fashions and art. The middle layers 
encompass norms, values, and attitudes; they are not directly visible. Norms are the 
mutual sense a group has of what is right and wrong; they can develop on a formal 
level like written laws, and on an informal level like social control. Values determine 
the definition of good and bad, and are therefore closely related to the ideals shared by 
a group. While norms, consciously or subconsciously, give us a feeling of “this is how 
I normally should behave”, values give us a feeling of “this is how I aspire or desire to 
behave”. The core of culture consists of basic assumptions about existence referring to 
the basic question: why have different groups of people, consciously or 
subconsciously, chosen different definitions of good or bad, right or wrong? These 
assumptions are based on fundamental relationships of the human being with the 
(natural) environment. They signify the deepest meaning of life that has escaped from 
conscious questioning and has become self-evident, because it is a result of routine 
responses to the environment. 
Recognizing and understanding differences in cultural patterns, across all layers of the 
onion metaphor, provides individuals with a framework for interpreting the goals, 
motivations, and behaviours of others. Intrapreneurship-supportive culture can be 
understood as a set of culture-bound patterns shared by a group of individuals. These 
patterns are shaped, changed or maintained through the interaction between 
individuals of the group or organization. These interaction processes are fed by each 
single individual’s “learned” cultural background. People are born in a national 
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age of 18 or earlier depending on the educational level, and are then exposed to a 
corporate culture when entering a company to work with. Given the accumulated 
influence of these three culture types on intrapreneurship-supportive culture, national 
and professional culture types would represent more individual-related values (more 
invisible, implicit, the inner heart of the onion) and corporate culture would then refer 
to more organization-related norms and practices (more visible, explicit, the outer 
layers of the onion). Thus, conceptualizing intrapreneurship-supportive culture as an 
integration of national, professional and organizational culture types seems to be the 
logical step (see Figure 2-2). 
 












Figure 2-2: Intrapreneurship-supportive culture as the nexus of national, professional 
and corporate culture types 
 
In this line, intrapreneurship-supportive culture would refer to the set of shared norms, 
values, attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs held by a group of individuals, like for 
instance the R&D department, new product teams, or new venture divisions. 
Determining the exact importance of national, professional, and corporate culture 
would be difficult. National culture certainly plays an important role, but we can not 
neglect other levels of culture (Fayolle et al., 2005). All group members have 
individual cultural backgrounds and hold passports for both the national culture in 
which they grew up, the occupations in which they were trained, and the organizations 
in which they work. Anyway, as Ulijn & Weggeman (2001) point out, these three 
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and can, therefore, be considered as constituents of intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture. Therefore, the following sections briefly introduce the concepts of national, 
professional, and corporate cultures. 
2.1  National cultures (NC) 
The most widely studied level of culture is national culture. Research rests on the 
belief that differences exist between nations as far as their basic assumptions of 
human behaviour and mutual perceptions are concerned which seriously challenges 
the universality assumptions that underlie many management theories (Thomas & 
Mueller, 2000). In the modern, globally oriented business world the confrontation 
with foreign cultures is constitutional, and the reports on the importance of cultural 
awareness in (international) business communication are numerous. National cultures 
can be investigated under many different aspects, but most frequently Hofstede’s 
(1980, 2001) typology of national cultures is used. He defines culture as “the 
collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one group 
from an other”. Hofstede’s framework is based upon a study using an existing data 
base from a large, multinational corporation (IBM) containing files of 116,000 survey 
questionnaires from employees who worked in IBM’s national subsidies in 64 
countries worldwide. Hofstede’s survey reveals four underlying dimensions of 
culture, later complemented with a fifth dimension (Hofstede & Bond, 1988), as 
introduced in Table 2-1.  
 
Table 2-1: A typology of national cultures (Hofstede, 1980, 2001; Hofstede & Bond, 
1988) 
•  Low vs. High Power Distance (PDI) refers to how individuals view power 
differentials within a society.  
•  Low vs. High Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) refers to how upset people get about 
ambiguity and future doubt.  
•  Individualism vs. Collectivism (IND) refers to the degree to which people prefer to 
act as individuals rather than as members of groups. 
•  Masculinity vs. Femininity (MAS) refers to the extent of clarity and distinctiveness 
of gender roles.  
•  Long-Term vs. Short-Term Orientation (LTO) – originally labelled Confucian 
Dynamism – opposes a long-term to a short-term time orientation in life and work. 
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How important is national culture for intrapreneurship-supportive culture? As 
intrapreneurship requires common efforts of individuals and their interactions at work, 
a culture being supportive for intrapreneurship must certainly be influenced, or even 
determined, by national culture. Indeed, there is a lot common sense arguing why 
Hofstede’s five dimensions of national culture are expected to stimulate or hamper 
intrapreneurship and innovation. Before discussing this relationship in Section 2.4, it 
is necessary to look beforehand at the two other cultural concepts that are considered 
relevant for intrapreneurship-supportive culture. 
2.2  Professional cultures (PC) 
All major professional orientations and functions within organizations –as for instance 
marketing, research and development, or human resource management – can be 
distinguished regarding a wide scope of factors, and particularly regarding cultural 
factors such as specialized knowledge, shared experience, ethical orientation and 
professional commitment that others do not have (Bloor & Dawson, 1994; Fayolle et 
al., 2005; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2001). A profession’s culture grows out 
of the characteristics of the people who make up the profession, and from the skills 
used in their practice. Professional cultures are especially constituted through the 
“work styles” individuals enact as they conduct routine work (Leonardi et al., 2005).  
Also, it is increasingly likely that individuals do not feel loyal to the company any 
more but rely upon other members of the same profession as their primary source of 
reference (Bloor & Dawson, 1994; Fayolle et al., 2005; Wever, 1992). The shared 
experiences and ethical orientations have a unifying impact on business relationships 
and are reinforced by professional associations, which serve as sources of 
information, education and mutual support. Such networks are a source of information 
about technology, employers, or job prospects, and networking activities are almost 
always conducted in a spirit of reciprocity. More broadly speaking, Sirmon & Lane 
(2004) identify the concept of professional culture that “exists when a group of people 
that are employed in a functionally similar occupation share a set of norms, values and 
beliefs related to that occupation. Professional cultures develop through the 
socialization that individuals receive during their occupational education and 
training”.  
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cultures, but also with the corporate culture of the given work context, as an 
organization or project team. They filter personal experiences and influence 
interpretations and responses to the organizational practices (Leonardi et al., 2005). 
This is, for instance, relevant, when an individual enters a new organization and is 
confronted with new cultural patterns due to the given corporate culture. Most 
probably, culturally learned behaviour and experience is not (fully) inline with the 
existing organizational practices and must be adjusted accordingly, or even sometimes 
learned by hard. The following section, therefore, regards corporate – also 
organizational – culture as the third major cultural concept influencing 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture. 
2.3  Corporate cultures (CC) 
Innovation is carried out and developed by individuals, but the institutional context is 
provided by organizations. The concept of corporate culture, also labelled 
organisational culture, has become popular since the early 1980s. There is no 
consensus about its definition, but most authors will agree that it is something holistic, 
historically determined, socially constructed, soft, and difficult to change. It is 
something an organisation has, but can also be seen as something an organisation is. 
As corporate culture would be the organizational and structural context to develop an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture, the crucial question therefore is what makes some 
organizations more innovative than others, or, as Hofstede et al. (1990) put it, what 
represents (and distinguishes) organizations from a cultural point of view.  
Organizations, as social systems, are phenomena which are created through people 
and are, thus, part of culture (von Rosenstiel, 2000). Basically, corporate culture can 
be defined as “the personality of the organization that is comprised of the 
assumptions, values, norms and tangible signs (artefacts) of organizational members 
and their behaviours” (Schein, 2004); it is the way, that people in the organization 
accomplish their work, relate to one another, and solve the problems that confront 
them on a daily basis. Basically, corporate culture is the way the organizational 
members think, talk and work (Fayolle et al., 2005). Table 2-2 provides an overview 
of often cited and used typologies of corporate cultures.  
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Handy (1976)  •  Power Culture 
•  Role Culture 
•  Task Culture 
•  Person Culture 
Deal &  
Kennedy (1982) 
•  Tough Guy Macho Culture 
•  Work Hard/Play Hard Culture 
•  Bet Your Company Culture 
•  Process Culture 
Hofstede et al. 
(1990) 
•  Process-Oriented vs. Results-Oriented 
•  Employee-Oriented vs. Job-Oriented 
•  Parochial vs. Professional 
•  Open System vs. Closed System 
•  Loose Control vs. Tight Control 
•  Normative vs. Pragmatic 
Schneider & 
Barsoux (1997) 
•  Village Market, Anglo/Nordic cluster 
•  Family or Tribe, Asian cluster 
•  Well-Oiled Machine, Germanic cluster 
•  Traditional Bureaucracy, Latin cluster 
 
Literature suggests that corporate culture is most relevant for how innovation 
processes run in organizations (Chandler et al., 2000; Peters & Waterman, 1982; 
Sherwood, 2002) because it gives the organizational context and basement to develop 
a culture that is supportive of intrapreneurship – that that is, whether or not it is safe to 
generate new ideas, and how ideas are evaluated, developed, and implemented.  
Yet, as already mentioned further above, it is not sufficient to consider only the 
concept of organizational culture. We must not neglect that it is the individual who is 
carrying out innovative activities; the company, in which these activities are 
embedded, only provides an organizational setting. Given the accumulated influence 
of culture on the individual’s personality, one might wonder how heavily corporate 
culture is actually weighing. Hence, the following sections discuss in more detail how 
national, professional, and organizational cultures interact and influence an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture. 
2.4  The interaction of national, professional, and corporate culture 
The human behaviour in companies is obviously influenced by the national culture of 
the country which the individuals and the companies are based in. As national culture 
is already “programmed” into individuals’ minds early in life, where the family and 
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average, more or less consistent with this national culture (Hofstede, 2001; 
Wennekers et al., 2002). With regards to the context of intrapreneurship, this finds 
support from earlier work suggesting that national culture, or at least some of the five 
Hofstedian dimensions, has a significant impact on how entrepreneurship and 
innovation is achieved (Fayolle et al., 2005; Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Ulijn et al., 
2004). Shane et al. (1995) and Shane (1997), for instance, pinpoint national culture as 
a leading principle for innovative output and performance of organizations. Also 
Jones & Davis (2000) study the link between dimensions of national culture and 
innovative activities and the implications for locating global R&D operations. They 
conclude that national culture affects innovation and should be considered as a factor 
informing the location decision for innovative capabilities. 
Not only national culture plays an important role for intrapreneurship, also the 
influence of professional culture and its interaction with national culture can not be 
neglected. Professionals entering an organization bring in a large repertoire of cultural 
knowledge gained not only from the wider society but also from their professional 
training and previous work experience (Bloor & Dawson, 1994). Professional culture 
orientations already find their roots during childhood and early years of education, 
and an interest shown for certain subjects – such as mathematics/physics, languages, 
biology/chemistry, etc. – might give an indication about a professional orientation in 
the future. A more important influence of professional culture is given later through 
the professional education or the studies one opts for. Certainly, both professional 
training on the job and university studies determine and stabilize one’s professional 
orientation or tendency.  
The well studied example of the contrasting professional cultures of engineers and 
marketers explicates that the individuals’ education and subsequent professional 
career development may have a significant impact on the pursuit of innovation. These 
two occupations have totally different views about the relationship of the whole 
organization to the environment and, more specifically, about what innovation means 
and how it is to be achieved (Fayolle et al., 2005; Griffin & Hauser, 1996; Ulich, 
1990; Wiebecke, 1987). R&D considers the technological and scientific relationship 
to the environment as crucial. This means that the scientific and technical quality of 
the products justifies the existence of the whole firm. The provision of technically 
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Indeed, literature suggests that many engineers and engineering firms are too 
technically driven and have difficulty understanding market needs (Finniston, 1980; 
Rochester, 2002; Souder, 1981a, 1988; Ulijn et al., 2001). Engineering is generally 
perceived as a detail-oriented occupation with a focus on solving technical problems. 
This is related to somewhat longer time horizons in order to be able to anticipate the 
future. Marketing, in contrast, regards the firm’s role in the market as most important: 
the invested financial input and profit is obtained by supplying products that suit best 
the demand in the market. The organization survives through its commercial 
activities. Marketing also has a shorter time perspective than R&D based on a today-
orientation and a focus on the rapidly changing markets and customer needs. This 
admittedly superficial comparison of two occupations that are generally involved in 
innovation processes shows how relevant it is to consider professional culture as a 
determinant of intrapreneurship-supportive culture.  
Recent innovation literature, for instance, advocates the transition from a technology 
(R&D and engineering culture) towards a market orientation (business administration 
and marketing culture) on the part of the innovator or intrapreneur (Chesbrough, 
2003; Salomo et al., 2003b; von Hippel, 2005). Furthermore, there are preliminary 
indications that there may even be differences in professional cultures across national 
cultures, and to complicate matters even more, they may interact in unexpected ways 
(Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). Ulijn et al. (2001) report a study that indicates that not 
only the professional background as such, but its interaction with national culture is 
decisive for this transition process. The study examines factors among German and 
Dutch engineers that account for a different transition from a technology towards a 
market orientation and the impact of national cultures. The study found that the 
technology versus market orientation of the Dutch engineer is not different from that 
of the German engineer, probably because of a common professional engineering 
culture, which is, generally speaking, not build on market orientation. However, the 
transition from technology towards market orientation occurred earlier for the Dutch 
engineers than for the German ones. A plausible reason for this is that the strong 
feminine values of Dutch national and corporate culture (Hofstede, 1980) might lead 
to a customer orientation more easily than the more masculine German values keeping 
a strong internally driven technological base. 
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as having a strong impact on innovation (Chandler et al., 2000; Peters & Waterman, 
1982; Sherwood, 2002). This brings about the question why certain types of 
organizations are perceived to be more innovative than others, but also the question 
what type of organizational culture this would refer to. And what organizational 
culture would be most appropriate to support intrapreneurship? For instance, Hofstede 
et al.’s (1990) typology includes dimensions of organizational culture that appear to 
be crucial for innovation, such as the open system, loose control or pragmatism. Ulijn 
& Weggeman (2001) stress that an innovation-supportive culture would prosper in an 
organization that grounds on a combination of the clan/Anglo-Nordic and the guided 
missile/Germanic culture types. Thus, dimensions of corporate culture certainly 
influence intrapreneurship-supportive culture and, in turn, the innovative output and 
performance of a firm.  
However, as the influence of corporate culture on individuals’ personality occurs 
rather lately in their careers, together with a tendency towards increased job rotation 
across both national and corporate culture borders, its impact on intrapreneurship-
supportive culture might be weaker than often assumed. Research indicates that even 
in companies that are known for their strong corporate culture, national culture 
remains of paramount importance in explaining its employees’ business-related 
behaviour (Hofstede, 1994; Hofstede et al., 1990). National culture differences are 
reflected, for instance, in the way how organizations solve problems in different 
countries, but also in the validity of management theories in the countries. Different 
national cultures have different preferred ways of structuring organizations and 
different patterns of employee motivation. For example, they limit the options for 
performance appraisal, management by objectives, strategic management and 
humanization of work.  
Corporate culture is nothing more than the way in which organizations have organized 
themselves over the years to solve problems and challenges presented to them. It is 
shaped through influences ranging from the societal level through to the individual 
member of the organization, that is, influences of national and professional culture. It 
is due to these individual-based influences that– especially large – organizations are 
unlikely to exhibit a homogenous corporate culture across the entire organization; 
rather individuals and groups, enforced through high turnover of employees, all 
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clearly visualized by the onion metaphor of culture. Corporate culture is both the 
determinant and result of organizational structures, processes, and routines and 
provides, therefore, the organizational context of innovation-supportive practices. 
Those practices lie in the outer layers of the onion model and are not as deeply rooted 
as national and professional culture elements. This finds support from Hofstede et al. 
(1990) who empirically show that shared perceptions of daily practices are the 
determinants of an organization’s culture implying that corporate culture might be less 
deeply rooted and perhaps easier to change than national or professional cultures.  
Given this, intrapreneurship-supportive culture would be formed through the 
intersection of national, professional, and corporate culture types. People are born in a 
national culture context, acquire a certain professional culture, and then they are 
exposed to the corporate culture of the organization they enter. With regards to the 
onion metaphor of culture, this time line might explain that values acquired first 
remain to be the strongest towards the end of one’s professional life, including one’s 
professional culture. Hence, an intrapreneurship-supportive culture seems to be very 
much rooted in the national and also professional culture imprints of the individuals. 
This is the picture that provides the basic understanding and framework to guide the 
development of a holistic conceptualization of intrapreneurship-supportive culture. 
The objective of the following section is, therefore, to collect – based on a literature 
investigation – evidence that helps to conceptualize intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture. 
 
3  Towards a comprehensive model of intrapreneurship-supportive culture  
In order to gain a holistic picture of what intrapreneurship-supportive cultures does 
mean and what its constituents are, a literature review has been conducted. In total, 
more than 101 relevant publications from scientific libraries and databases as well as 
internet and company sources have been identified and processed. The goal was to 
identify all relevant culture-bound factors that can be used to describe 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture in its entirety. Accordingly, the first effort was to 
compile an unstructured list of factors or quotations that are deemed to characterize a 
culture being supportive of intrapreneurship. Given the total number of contributions, 
  - 15 - we may assume that all collected statements would together describe what 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture could be about. This early stage of analysis 
revealed that the contributions in the domain can roughly be grouped into two streams 
of literature. 
The first body of literature can be characterized as qualitative and descriptive, 
attempting to provide characterizations and suggestions for organizational 
improvement and change towards a better culture or climate that is supportive for 
innovation and intrapreneurship. However, the characterisations are rarely structured, 
consistent, and holistic in their approaches; some mix input and output variables, or 
factors and outcomes, others do not clearly distinguish between constituents and 
enablers of intrapreneurship-supportive culture. Furthermore, empirical evidence 
about the relevance and applicability of these approaches is mostly missing. It remains 
unanswered whether these characterizations have a positive impact on R&D, 
innovation, or firm performance. Accordingly, it is difficult to draw robust 
conclusions and recommendations towards cultural change. A further shortcoming of 
these qualitative characterizations is that the abovementioned impacts of national, 
professional, and organizational culture are not taken into account. However, an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture would implicitly incorporate the different culture 
types, as described earlier in this contribution. 
The second stream of literature tackles the question whether, how, and why national 
culture (according to Hofstede, see Section 2.1) affects intrapreneurship – that is, 
innovation capabilities, innovation output, or innovation performance of 
organizations. Apparently, these contributions are more rigorous when it comes to 
scientific properties and requirements but still do not cover intrapreneurship-
supportive culture comprehensively enough. Explaining the relation between (some) 
elements of national culture and innovation, this stream of literature does not integrate 
culture-bound factors that belong to the apparently important concepts of professional 
or organizational culture. Moreover, these contributions neither prove whether 
Hofstede’s five dimensions of national culture completely and comprehensively cover 
and explain intrapreneurship-supportive culture, nor do they reveal whether all five 
dimensions are really needed. Further, they do not provide any concrete 
recommendations for action in order to shape and change culture on a company or 
  - 16 - R&D department level (which represent relevant levels of analysis when looking at 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture within organizations).  
In order to overcome these shortcomings and to capitalize on the available body of 
knowledge, the existing contributions have been synthesized in a systematic way. 
Departing from Ulijn & Weggeman’s (2001) conceptualization of innovation culture, 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture would occur as the nexus of national, corporate 
and professional culture types. Their conceptualization is based on a combined 
national/corporate culture framework consisting of the five dimensions power 
distance (PDI), uncertainty avoidance (UAI), individualism (IND), masculinity 
(MAS), and long-term orientation (LTO) as well as a sixth additional dimension 
called innovation drive (IDR) to integrate professional culture orientations of R&D 
and marketing. In this way the impact of culture on both the individual (nexus of 
national and professional culture) and the organizational level (nexus of national and 
organizational culture) of the innovation process should be taken into account. Given 
this, in the next step all factors that have been identified in the scope of this literature 
investigation have been clustered according to this framework. The big majority of 
factors found a proper place but a number of items – which can be grouped into four 
clusters titled open system/innovation, creativity, organizational learning, and 
teamwork – could not be assigned properly. 
A deeper analysis revealed that the dimension innovation drive (IDR) resembles very 
much the open innovation cluster. Ulijn & Weggeman introduced the IDR dimension 
to integrate the aspect of professional culture in their combined national/corporate 
culture framework. IDR basically reflects the orientations of two professional cultures 
that are considered relevant for innovation. These are R&D/engineering, emphasising 
internally-driven technology push, and marketing, centring on externally-driven 
market pull. However, open innovation means more than just technology push versus 
market pull. It is about the coexistence of internal and external factors and sources of 
innovation along the whole value chain: funding of innovation, idea generation, 
sourcing and sharing of knowledge, joint development, marketing, and distribution 
(Chesbrough, 2003; Reichwald & Piller, 2005; von Hippel, 2005). Given this, the IDR 
dimension has been redesigned in order to cover the idea of an open versus a closed 
innovation system, now called open systems orientation (OSO). 
  - 17 - For the rest of the not assignable items (that is, the clusters covering creativity, 
organizational learning, and teamwork), it seems that they can not be seen as factors 
of intrapreneurship-supportive culture, but rather as independent constructs on which 
the different dimensions of culture have an impact, and vice versa. Regarding 
teamwork, not only individualism vs. collectivism but also power distance, 
masculinity vs. femininity, as well as open versus closed system may play a role in 
this respect. Like for teamwork, it seems that creativity can not be assigned to one of 
the six dimensions of intrapreneurship-supportive culture either. As Ulijn & 
Weggeman (2001) speculate, creativity is compatible with high individualism and low 
power distance and, therefore, seems to be rooted in cultures having those values. 
However, we would even assume again that creativity builds upon an intersection of 
several cultural dimensions, such as low power distance, uncertainty avoidance, 
individualism, femininity, and long-term orientation. Similar conclusions can be 




Figure 3-1: An ideal profile of intrapreneurship-supportive culture? 
 
Finally, all factors that have been identified through this literature investigation could 
be assigned to one of the six dimensions and constructs outlined right before: either to 
one of the five dimensions PDI, UAI, IND, MAS, and LTO, or to the new, sixth 
dimension OSO, or to the seemingly independent constructs creativity, teamwork, and 
organizational learning. This leads to the following conceptualization of 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture, including a proposition of an ideal profile, as 
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  - 18 - depicted by the radar plot in Figure 3-1. In this conceptualization, each of the six 
dimensions of intrapreneurship-supportive culture can take scores ranging from lo
high. Accordingly, the ideal profile of intrapreneurship-supportive culture would be 
constituted by low PDI, low UAI, medium IND, medium MAS, high LTO, and 
medium OSO which are explicated in more detail in the following sections (3.1 –
w to 
 3.6). 
3.1  Power distance (PDI) 









Power is an integral part of in
and shape innovation (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Kanter, 1983), and often 
organizations resist innovative ideas because of the allocation of power in 
organizations and inertia (Shane et al., 1995). This is because the way of ho
is distributed and structured within the society or organization is a question of culture
Power distance indicates how individuals regard power differentials within the society 
or organizations (Hofstede, 1980). In cultures scoring low on power distance, 
emphasis is put on egalitarian values, meaning that people prefer democratic 
leadership, cooperative strategies and striving for consensus. Authority is distr
equally, and power is a matter of facts rather than positions, and people aim at 
democratic leadership, cooperation and consensus. In contrast, cultures with hig
scores of power distance accept and expect that power is not distributed equally 
within the society or an organization. They tend to adhere more rigidly to 
organizational hierarchies, prefer centralized decision making, they accept 
authoritarian leadership and obedience to superiors.  
Innovation depends strongly on interaction, informati
people across disciplines and hierarchies (Anfuso, 1999; Ekvall, 1996; Nicholson, 
1998; Rice, 2003). For instance, Damanpour (1991) found a positive association 
between internal communication and organizational innovativeness. And, in the s
line, McDermott (1999) emphasizes that it is important to develop existing knowledge 
communities within an organization without formalizing them. Thus, organizations 
have to create situations where interaction and communication is possible (Ahmet, 
1998; Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004; Haskins & Williams, 1987; Hisrich, 1990; 
Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McGinnis & Verney, 1987; Ottum & Moore, 1997;
D. Russell, 1999). An intrapreneurship-supportive culture builds on policies and 
practices – supported by organizational structures – that maximize the likelihood 
  - 19 - people meet (by chance), communicate openly, share ideas and information, listen to 
and learn from each other, and develop a culture of mutual trust and support (Anfuso, 
1999; Bingham, 2003; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Ekvall, 1996; Fishman, 2000; 
Frohman, 1998; C. J. Russell & Russell, 1992; Sherwood, 2002; Thwaites, 1992; 
Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). Important is that innovators and R&D teams adopt 
participative approaches and aim at widespread support for innovative projects b
formal attention is paid by those in authority. This support enables the participants to 
convince the decision makers that innovation needs broad-based support in the 
organization (Ahmet, 1998; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995; Frishammar & Hört
2005; Hisrich, 1990; Kahn, 1996; Kanter, 1985; Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994; Luchsin
& Bagby, 1987; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McGinnis & Verney, 1987; Ottum & 
Moore, 1997; Pinchot, 1985; Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003; R. D. Russell, 1999).  












few people in the top and then forced top-down. They should be discussed, 
deliberated and changed, based on feedback from and communication betwe
at all levels: top down, bottom up, and all across functions and disciplines. The 
leaders should constantly walk around listening, asking questions and “looking u
rocks” in order to find what is unexpected and then help the employees in pursuing 
their innovative ideas (Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Ekvall, 1996; Frohman, 1998; 
Nicholson, 1998). Accordingly, the management and decision making structure 
should be flat and decentralized, with multiple informal networks, to mobilize pe
enable direct access resources, as well as to enhance entrepreneurial behaviour to 
emerge (Ahmet, 1998; Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; F
1987; Haskins & Williams, 1987; Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b; Kanter, 1985; 
McGinnis & Verney, 1987; Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 
2003; Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985). This means that authority must be distributed 
equally and be a matter of facts rather than of hierarchical positions. Creating a true
feeling of empowerment, that is, delegating managers’ power and responsibility 
towards the employees is vital to foster a culture of innovation (Fayolle, 1999; 
Higgins, 1995a, 1995b; Kanter, 2000; Kotter & Heskett, 1992; Kumpe & Bolwi
1994). Especially, the perception that management is supportive is central to a cultu
that facilitates innovation because managements trust enables people to take risks 
without fear or undue penalty for failure (Ahmet, 1998; Bitzer, 1991; Chandler et a
  - 20 - 2000; Chisholm, 1987; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995; Fry, 1987; Haskins & 
Williams, 1987; Hisrich, 1990; Kuratko & Montagno, 1989; Kuratko et al., 19
Rule & Irwin, 1988; Süssmuth Dyckerhoff, 1995). This helps to signal trust, trigge
individual active participation and encourages personal responsibility for outcomes.  





3.2  Uncertainty avoidance (UAI) 








should not imply that there is too much power distance between higher ups and low
downs on the process and working level. In sum, literature suggests that an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture requires low power distance building on
hierarchies, decentralized power, and egalitarian values in order to foster 
communication and interaction in all directions and empower employees. 
Uncertainty is implicitly inherent in i
The exploitation of new technologies faces huge uncertainties concerning the uses and
potential future applications, but it also encourages exploration along a wide variety 
of alternative paths (Rosenberg, 1996). The way how uncertainty is dealt with (that is
its avoidance or acceptance) has strong implications for the nature of the innovations 
pursued – exploration versus exploitation, high risk versus low risk, radical versus 
incremental. Low versus high uncertainty avoidance refers to how upset people get 
about ambiguity and future doubt. Uncertainty avoiding individuals have a concern o
security, and prefer established rules and formalisation/planning of activities in order 
to reduce risk as well. In contrast, in an uncertainty accepting culture, individuals are 
more flexible, rules are not necessary, and decision making is pragmatic and 
situational.  
For any orga
new technologies and products designed for unfamiliar markets and applications 
(Bingham, 2003). The process of developing new ideas towards successful produc
about discovery, exploration and pursuing new ways; it is a risk-intensive process that 
requires significant capital outlays and a long time-horizon where predictable resource 
needs and control over the environment are lacking. Literature suggest that 
(individual) willingness to accept risk and to face uncertainty is a fundamen
element of an innovation-supporting culture (Ahmet, 1998; Bitzer, 1991; Brazea
1996; Chisholm, 1987; Czernich, 2003, 2004; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Duncan et al., 
  - 21 - 1988; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Ekvall, 1996; Fayolle, 2003; Kuratko & 
Montagno, 1989; Kuratko et al., 1990; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Mokyr, 1
Pinchot, 1985; Rothwell & Wissema, 1986; Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985; Thornberr
2001). This is especially relevant for top executives where control of uncertainty is a 
major issue (Quinn, 1979; Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985). Without top management’s 
willingness to support highly risky R&D projects, as well as middle management’s 
and the operational level’s expertise helping to reduce the perceived risk, large scale
innovation can not reach fruition. 












only a minor fraction of new ideas will finally yield sustainable profits (Rosenberg, 
1996). Also, the pathways from opportunity to innovation are very much unknown. 
They still have to be identified and developed by exploration, experimentation, and 
iteration which, by definition, include mistakes and failure. In an intrapreneurship-
supportive culture failures are regarded as opportunities and lessons to learn from, a
not as occasions for punishment (Ahmet, 1998; Bitzer, 1991; Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 
2004; Chisholm, 1987; Collins & Porras, 1994; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995; 
Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Frohman, 1998; Fry, 1987; 
Haskins & Williams, 1987; Higgins, 1995a, 1995b; Hisrich, 1990; Kuratko & 
Montagno, 1989; Kuratko et al., 1990; Nicholson, 1998; Pinchot, 1985; C. J. R
& Russell, 1992; R. D. Russell, 1999; Sherwood, 2002; Smith, 1998; Süssmuth 
Dyckerhoff, 1995). The acceptance of failure is essential when it comes to prom
entrepreneurial behaviour within the organization. In this way, a culture of continuous 
learning is established. When an idea’s end result is not successful, emphasis is placed 
on what was learned and people do not fear loosing their job. 
To support this, the emphasis must be on norms and values tha
structured activities, and routines. This leads to more informality which is cruc
allowing innovators and R&D teams to act without waiting for the normal multilevel 
approval process (Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994; Nicholson, 1998; Pinchot & Pellman, 
1999). Formal, bureaucratic methods of control associated with organizational 
structure are ineffective in managing innovative activities given the uncertaintie
inherent in innovation (Ahmet, 1998; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Kanter, 1985; R. D. 
Russell, 1999). Moreover, a culture that is supportive of innovation accepts conf
and competition as stimulating elements to trigger and encourage debate and 
  - 22 - divergent thinking, and to voice sensitive issues. Dissent needs to be encourag
because it is an important means to share and discuss opposing viewpoints, expres
differing opinions, and create a diversity of perspectives (Ekvall, 1996; Frohman, 
1998; Kanter, 1985). 
Taken together, there 
ed 
s 
is strong agreement that an innovation supporting culture builds 
3.3  Individualism (IND) 








nderstood that an intrapreneurship-supportive culture grounds on 
ct 
 
on low uncertainty avoidance realized trough individual risk-awareness, and tolerance 
towards failure and less rules and formalization. 
Individualism (in contrast to
have with the society that surrounds them, that is, whether people are rather concern
about themselves or about others (Hofstede, 1980). In individualistic cultures, ties 
between individuals are loose and self-reliance, autonomy, independence and 
leadership are considered important. Individualistic people seek to differentiate
themselves from others, emphasize personal outcomes over relationships, and va
individual needs, interests and goals over those of the group (Triandis, 1995; 
Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2001). In contrast, collectivistic cultures ar
characterised by a tight social framework in which people distinguish between th
own groups (so-called in-groups) and other groups. The in-group is built and 
maintained through harmonious relationships, rules of behaviour, membership
loyalty (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005; Triandis, 1995). Collectivistic people value 
group interests, goals and outcomes over those of the individual and, as a result, th
strive to minimize disruption. They rather pursue cooperative strategies, show more 
concern about attaining the other party’s goals than about attaining their own goals, 
and are more willing to make sacrifices for their in-group (Lewicki et al., 1994; 
Triandis, 1995). 
It is commonly u
policies and practices that provide degrees of individual freedom and autonomy to a
in order to stimulate initiative and personal responsibility to pursue creative ideas 
(Ahmet, 1998; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Ekvall, 1996; 
Fayolle, 2003; Fry, 1987; Haskins & Williams, 1987; Kanter, 1985; Luchsinger &
Bagby, 1987; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McGinnis & 
Verney, 1987; Morris et al., 1994; Nicholson, 1998; Peters & Waterman, 1982; 
  - 23 - Pinchot, 1985; Pinchot & Pellman, 1999; Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003; R. D. 
Russell, 1999; Salomo et al., 2003a; Schmid, 1987; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). 
Literature stresses the important role that so-called champions or intrapreneurs p
the process of innovation and, in particular, radical innovation; they have to be 
identified and encouraged to discover opportunities for new business and to carr
forward major developments (Bitzer, 1991; Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004; Coulso
Thomas, 1999; Fayolle, 2003; Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b; Howell et al., 2005;
Maidique, 1980; Pinchot, 1985; Quinn, 1979; Reitz, 1998; Robinson, 2001; Schön, 
1963; Shane, 1997; Shane et al., 1995; Souder, 1981b; von Hippel et al., 2000). In 
order to provide the necessary means to develop innovations, authors postulate slac
resources. Indeed, this sounds reasonable, but the problem is that maintaining slack 
resources costs money, since these resources lie idle and can not be utilized to 
generate revenues (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Kanter
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989; Kuratko et al., 1990; Pinchot, 1985; R. D. Russell, 1999; 

















creative, take initiative, and to show responsibility, which is important for innovat
However, it is questionable whether a purely individualistic culture will make 
innovation happen; it will also stimulate people to focus too strongly on their p
ambition, tasks, and goals. This will create a sphere of high competition among the 
employees, which will eventually force people to keep their ideas for themselves 
instead of sharing them across different departments, groups or disciplines (Eesley
Longenecker, 2006; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). For instance, Wagner & Moch (1986)
suggest that an overly individualistic corporate culture may be inappropriate for 
contemporary organizations in which highly interdependent methods are used and
processes run. Innovation is such an interrelated process that involves various cross
disciplinarily, iteratively and sequentially linked stages including idea generation, 
evaluation, development and implementation (Specht et al., 2002; Weule, 2002). 
Certainly, idea generation can be carried out by individuals – or ideally by groups
the other activities, however, require organizational cooperation. No single individua
has the skills, let alone the resources, to take an idea right through to implementation, 
and even small groups can find this very difficult (Sherwood, 2002). Combining 
  - 24 - ideas, exchanging information, and verifying each other’s ideas seem to be crucial for 
innovation. 
Evidently, successful innovation also requires collective forces. This means that an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture fundamentally needs “we” consciousness, group 
spirit, sense of belonging, loyalty, obligation to contribute, and strong cohesion 
between all members of the group or organization (Ekvall, 1996; Frohman, 1998; 
Kanter, 1985; Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994; Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Robbins, 1998; 
Shane et al., 1995; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). This means that the orientation goes 
beyond a small number of people or elite but maintaining the group’s well-being is 
considered the best guarantee for the individual. In consequence, employees need to 
commit themselves to the organization and greater goals that go beyond their self-
interest (Ahmet, 1998; Kahn, 1996; Kanter, 1985; Kuratko & Montagno, 1989; 
Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McGinnis & Verney, 1987; Pinchot, 1985; R. D. 
Russell, 1999). Especially in today’s complex, interdisciplinary innovation processes, 
in which work activities are increasingly based on collaboration and organised around 
groups rather than individuals, collaborative methods, such as networks, cross-
boundary teams, supply chain partnerships and strategic alliances, are crucial to build 
a culture of innovation (Kanter, 2000; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). 
In such settings utilitarian decision making and striving for cooperative strategies is 
important (Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). Cooperative strategies require that the 
decision-makers assess the needs and choices of all stakeholders involved and then 
commit to an action that is satisfying to a majority (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). This is 
also supported by Schmeling (2001) who empirically finds that collectivism positively 
predicts helping behaviours and values. Collectivistic people are more likely to value 
behaviours that are beneficial to the organization as a whole and are more likely to 
have a stronger interpersonal orientation on the job in general. People must recognize 
that helping others to be innovative is part of their job (Frohman, 1998). Successful 
collectivistic approaches to new product development in the Japanese electronics and 
automotive industries help to illustrate this point. These approaches, like for instance 
Quality Function Deployment and Quality Circle programs, are basically well 
supported, managed by consensus, guided by a broad scope and committed to going 
the distance (Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996). 
  - 25 - We may conclude that in order to build an intrapreneurship-supportive culture, a 
combination of individualistic and collectivistic orientations is needed (Morris et al., 
1993; Morris et al., 1994; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). It could be achieved in the way 
that Kanter (2000) suggests, that leaders should mobilize individual talent in the 
pursuit of collective goals to make employees responsible for their companies and 
empowered, but not bounded by their jobs. 
3.4  Masculinity (MAS) 
Masculinity versus femininity refers to the extent of clarity and distinctiveness of 
gender roles (Hofstede, 1980). In a masculine culture emphasis is on success and 
achievement: people live to work, they are goal oriented, show ambition and need to 
excel. On the contrary, in feminine cultures quality of life and a harmonious, playful 
atmosphere are important: people work to live, and put emphasis on interdependency 
and nurturance. Given the results of our literature review, it is rather difficult to 
provide a clear cut proposition whether an intrapreneurship-supportive culture should 
be driven by masculine or feminine orientations. There is only little (empirical) work 
dedicated to the question whether more masculine or more feminine cultures would be 
supportive of innovation. 
On the one hand, there are indications that femininity would be supportive for an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture. To foster creativity, idea development and 
opportunity recognition, an intrapreneurship-supportive culture certainly needs to be 
based on a playful atmosphere, good relationships, communication and exchange 
among the participants (Ekvall, 1996; Thwaites, 1992). As innovation is a cooperative 
effort, it is constraining when people talk behind each other’s back or steal each 
other’s ideas. Also, the level of conflict should be low, and personal tension, prestige 
differences, or power and territory struggles, and gossip should be avoided. Thus, low 
degrees of masculinity, through a focus on people and the establishment of warm, 
supportive climates, positively affect the initiation stages of new product development 
(Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996). Indeed, as Ulijn et al. (2001) suggest, the high 
femininity values of the Netherlands and also Scandinavian countries appear to foster 
technical innovation in the initial stages of the innovation process.  
On the other hand, femininity alone would not make innovation happen; masculinity 
certainly has a positive effect on intrapreneurship-supportive culture, too. An 
  - 26 - intrapreneurship-supportive culture is also built on purposefulness, clear goal setting, 
and an orientation towards achieving these goals (Barczak & Wilemon, 1992; Bitzer, 
1991; Chisholm, 1987; Collins & Porras, 1994; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Eesley & 
Longenecker, 2006; Frohman, 1998; Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987; McGinnis & 
Verney, 1987; Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Pinchot & Pellman, 1999; Quinn, 1979; 
Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003; Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985; Thamhain, 1990). 
Creativity and the discovery of a business opportunity is one step in innovation, but 
the other is pursuing the idea towards implementation and market. Addressing clearly 
identified customer needs and attempting to deliver the best possible solution to the 
customer has a lot of what can be described as being typically masculine. For 
successful major innovations, at the outset of innovation projects, a clearly identified 
need has to be specified both in economic and technological terms. These objectives 
must be clear to all participants involved because challenging goals stimulate and 
commit people to look beyond the feasible to the possible. 
Goals should not only be formulated in terms of money or technical objectives, but 
control, motivation, and reward systems must be redesigned to support innovation and 
intrapreneurial goals (Ahmet, 1998; Anfuso, 1999; Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004; 
Chandler et al., 2000; Duncan et al., 1988; Fry, 1987; Haskins & Williams, 1987; 
Higgins, 1995b; Hisrich, 1990; Kanter, 1985; Kuratko & Montagno, 1989; Kuratko et 
al., 1990; Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McGinnis & 
Verney, 1987; Nicholson, 1998; Pinchot, 1985; Rule & Irwin, 1988; Schmid, 1987; 
Sherwood, 2002; Süssmuth Dyckerhoff, 1995). On top of that, Quinn (1979) finds 
that successful major innovations require a certain admiration for the achiever. In 
order to maintain high levels of expertise and research discipline, it is necessary to 
recruit first-rate people, conduct peer reviews of the researchers’ performance, and 
remove non-performers from the projects. Interestingly, some highly innovative 
countries, such as France, Germany, Japan, and the United States, score high on the 
masculinity dimension. In general, the cultures of these countries put emphasis on 
achievement orientation and these counties are among the major innovating nations 
worldwide, also because of their strength in engineering (Fayolle, 1999; Fayolle et al., 
2005; Johnston, 1989; Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Nilsson, 2005; Shaw et al., 2003), 
which basically builds on solution- and target-driven, thus, very masculine 
approaches. This would be in line with the above postulated low power distance, 
  - 27 - which puts emphasis on leadership in innovation. Individuals having a masculine 
orientation might easier accept and deal with leadership because this is one of their 
own major concerns. 
Given this, we may conclude that an intrapreneurship-supportive culture scores 
medium on the masculinity dimension based on a combination of both feminine and 
masculine cultural orientations. The former puts emphasis on people and relationships 
between people, whereas the latter is concerned with goal, result and task orientation. 
3.5  Long-term orientation (LTO) 
Long-term versus short-term orientation (also referred to as positive versus negative 
Confucian dynamism) has great implications for the pursuit of innovative activities. 
This dimension of culture refers to people’s time horizons, attitude to tradition and 
change as well as preferences of static or dynamic environments (Hofstede & Bond, 
1988). Long-term oriented cultures put emphasis on a dynamic, future-oriented 
mentality, including openness to the new, persistence, and hard work. In contrast, 
short-term oriented cultures have a concern for rather static environments combined 
with a focus on the past and the present, on tradition and on keeping within well-
known and well-accepted boundaries (Hofstede & Bond, 1988). 
Basically, innovation is about change and future. Therefore, an intrapreneurship-
supportive culture values longer time horizons (Bingham, 2003; Nakata & Sivakumar, 
1996; Quinn, 1979; Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001), especially in the case of major 
innovations that usually take a long time to develop, to absorb in the market, and to 
yield profit (Rosenberg, 1996). This includes a future orientation to long-term 
business objectives (Brazeal, 1996; Fry, 1987; Hisrich, 1990; Pinchot, 1985; Rothwell 
& Wissema, 1986), as well as a challenging vision and imagination of the future 
technological and market environment (Bitzer, 1991; Kanter, 1985; Pinchot, 1985; 
Schmid, 1987) that will be present at the end of the innovation process which can take 
– depending on the industry – up to five, ten or even fifteen years, such as in the 
pharmaceutical industry. Innovation starts with the discovery of new, innovative 
business opportunities. Therefore, all employees should have the opportunities and be 
supported and encouraged to go into new directions, pursue new ideas as well as to 
consider and test alternatives. Hence, in an intrapreneurship-supportive culture people 
are proactive and opportunity-focused (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990; Thornberry, 2001). 
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called out-of-the-box thinking are crucial (Bingham, 2003; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 
1995; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Ekvall, 1996; Mokyr, 1990; Özsomer et al., 
1997; C. J. Russell & Russell, 1992).  
Since the exact pathway from opportunity to market is rarely known in its entirety, 
exploration of alternative, possibly competing approaches and the capacity of building 
multiple scenarios of the innovation process, the possible outputs and the expected 
technological and market environments is elementary. People must be willing to 
“accept many truths” (regarding time and context) and be ready to change in order to 
be able to take advantage of changes in the technological and market environment 
(Ahmet, 1998; Bingham, 2003; Damanpour, 1991; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; 
Fayolle, 2003; Rothwell & Wissema, 1986; Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985; Ulijn & 
Weggeman, 2001; Utterback, 1994a, 1994b). A static perspective of technology and 
market would not be conducive in an environment where new, uncommon ideas and 
solutions, experimentation and iterative testing are demanded. It is important that 
people are flexible and quickly adapt to a changing environment (Ahmet, 1998; 
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Haskins & Williams, 1987; 
Kanter, 1985; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Özsomer et al., 1997; Pinchot, 1985; Rule 
& Irwin, 1988). Innovation is not only a long, but especially an iterative process 
including unforeseen delays and setbacks, and probably the more radical the idea the 
longer the process and the more iterations will occur in the process. Most important in 
such a context are values like persistence or perseverance to endure the pain, 
frustration, and effort of overcoming the technical and market obstacles that always 
confront a new idea and the discipline and willingness to apply many hours toward 
completing a project (Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996; Peters & Waterman, 1982).  
As we can see from the major part of the literature, it is suggested that an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture builds on openness towards the new, unknown, 
exploration, long-term orientation, acceptance of change, and persistence in iterative 
and long work processes. However, as Kumpe & Bolwijn (1994) state, the right 
balance between renewal and stability must be kept, which is especially a task of 
R&D management that needs to keep a tight rope between the short-term demands of 
business unit leaders, while, at the same time, leaving enough room to work on long-
term research. This is in line with Funke & Andonian (2005) who identify the need of 
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profit-orientation. This allows for courageous and future-oriented management 
decisions and prevents the company from loosing financial robustness. Given this, we 
may conclude that an intrapreneurship-supportive culture scores medium to high on 
the long-term orientation dimension.  
3.6  Open system orientation (OSO) 
As the literature investigation reveals, the six dimensional framework used by Ulijn & 
Weggeman (2001) is not fully appropriate to cover intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture in its entirety. In order to distinguish intrapreneurship-supportive culture, the 
people’s orientation to the inside and/or the outside must be taken into account, too. 
The so-called system orientation basically refers to the degree to which the 
organisation and its members monitor and respond to changes in the external 
environment, as well as the ability to be in exchange-relations with other communities 
and organizations (Chesbrough, 2003; Robbins, 1998). An open system puts emphasis 
on issues such as cooperation, networking, sharing of knowledge as well as search and 
curiosity across the boundaries of the firm. In contrast, a closed system orientated 
community would rely very much on their internal (re)sources and capabilities; 
exchange with external groups would be minimized or even avoided.  
Indeed, literature suggests that companies, and especially the large ones, need to 
overcome their natural tendency to focus inward and open up their system to the 
outside world. This means that initiating, handling and using a portfolio of inter-
organizational relationships is highly important for innovation (Bingham, 2003; 
Chesbrough, 2003; Ritter & Gemünden, 2003; Tushman, 2004). The origin of 
innovation is the individuals ability discover new, innovative business opportunities 
(Kirzner, 1997; Klevorick et al., 1995) which are not necessarily to be found within 
the boundaries of the organization. Discovery can arise from internally focused 
laboratory research, but also from hunting outside the company for promising ideas 
and opportunities. In order to discover external sources and resources of innovation, 
organizational members should continuously monitor and respond to changes in the 
external environment, such as customers, users, suppliers, venture partners, and place 
equity investments in small and innovative firms (Chesbrough, 2003; Kanter, 2000; 
O'Connor & Ayers, 2005; C. J. Russell & Russell, 1992; von Hippel, 2005).  
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customer and the value added for the customer – is a crucial element of successful 
innovation (Bitzer, 1991; Draeger-Ernst, 2003; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; 
Frishammar & Hörte, 2005; Fry, 1987; Haskins & Williams, 1987; Hisrich, 1990; 
Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McGinnis & Verney, 1987; 
Pinchot, 1985; Rice, 2003; Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003; R. D. Russell, 1999; 
Salomo et al., 2003b; Souder, 1981b). Empirical evidence suggests that market or 
customer orientation is an antecedent component of innovativeness and, in 
consequence, to the firm’s capacity to innovate, that is, to successfully introduce new 
products into the market (Atuahene-Gima, 1995; Hurley & Hult, 1998; Salomo et al., 
2003b). The impact of this increases with the degree of product innovativeness 
(Salomo et al., 2003b). Market orientation is not only increasing the direct contact to 
the market/customer, but also facilitating physical proximity to research, production, 
and marketing so that future users have a hand in research and development (Quinn, 
1979). 
Open system orientation does not only refer to the sourcing of innovative ideas and 
new business opportunities, but also to the way how innovation is financed, created 
and brought to the market. Funding of innovations should not only come from internal 
R&D budgets, but also from external sources such as venture capital, angel investors, 
corporate venture capital entities, private equity, etc. to push R&D to be more inter-
organizational (Chesbrough, 2003; Quinn, 1979; Tushman, 2004). Related with this, 
much of the value in product innovation is increasingly created outside of a particular 
firm’s boundaries. This means that external orientation is not only relevant on the 
level of knowledge (as resources), but also on the level of human resources – key in 
innovation. As not all smart people work internally, the company must find and tap 
into the knowledge and expertise of bright individuals outside the company 
(Chesbrough, 2003).  
Hence, the open organization is recommended for promoting innovativeness, but 
opening up the processes also involves specific risks. Without concurrent closure of 
processes to absorb these greater risks, greater openness produces not a further 
increase but a drop of innovativeness. More specifically, an intrapreneurship-
supportive culture builds on the coexistence of internal and external factors of 
innovation along the whole value chain: funding of innovation, idea generation, 
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This is what Chesbrough (2003) calls open innovation: it is neither a fully closed nor a 
fully open system, but the boundaries of the organization are permeable, both from the 
inside to the outside and the other way around. Thus, we may conclude that an 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture would score medium on the open system 
dimension to make best use of both internal and external factors and sources of 
innovation. 
 
4  Discussion and conclusion 
The objective of this paper was to conduct an extensive literature review in order to 
identify the state of the art of both research on and application of intrapreneurship-
supportive culture, as well as to elaborate a theoretically sound concept of it. Two 
major streams of literature have been identified. The first provides theoretical but 
certainly more practice-oriented, qualitative descriptions of intrapreneurship-
supportive culture, possible antecedents and seemingly helpful recommendations for 
application and cultural change. The major shortcoming here is the lack of scientific 
rigor with regards to conceptualizing/modelling and empirical testing. The second 
stream centres on the impact that national culture – modelled according to Hofstede 
(Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede & Bond, 1988) – has on innovation output and 
performance of companies. These contributions provide empirical testing and 
validation but lack practice relevant recommendations to shape intrapreneurship-
supportive culture on the organizational level.  
Taken together, we may assume that the two streams of contributions would be 
complementary to each other and, given the number and quality of sources studied, 
describe intrapreneurship-supportive culture quite comprehensively. This calls for 
synthesizing and integrating the findings into a new, comprehensive conceptualization 
of intrapreneurship-supportive culture. Departing from Ulijn & Weggeman’s (2001) 
conceptualization of innovation culture, all factors identified throughout this literature 
investigation have been clustered and converted into a new conceptualization. They 
could be assigned either to the five dimensions PDI, UAI, IND, MAS, and LTO, or to 
a new, sixth dimension OSO, or to the seemingly independent constructs creativity, 
teamwork, and organizational learning. Although this framework seems to cover 
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is still recommended. Is the framework complete, are any elements missing, or does it 
include irrelevant elements? 
Admittedly, this framework does and can not claim to be complete, but – as the 
literature review shows – it certainly contains and builds on culture-bound constructs 
that are relevant for intrapreneurship-supportive culture. Given the number of sources 
studied, we may assume that the list of factors identified draws a rather complete 
picture of what intrapreneurship-supportive culture is about. As all identified items 
could be assigned to one of the conceptualized six dimensions, we may further 
assume that this is the right direction towards a comprehensive model of 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture (which, of course, has to be validated 
empirically). However, what makes us wonder is especially the fact hat we also found 
three groups of factors, which are commonly considered being supportive of 
innovation, but could not be assigned to one of the six dimensions. Having done some 
investigations in these directions, we may suggest that creativity, teamwork and 
organizational learning themselves form constructs that are independent from, 
antecedent to or the result of an intrapreneurship-supportive culture and themselves 
based on an intersection of various cultural factors.  
Another question to address is whether this framework is an appropriate basis to 
model and measure intrapreneurship-supportive culture, such as on the group or 
organizational level? How can we properly operationalize the six dimensions? And 
measuring it, what would be the best-practice profile of intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture? Most important, this theory-based conceptualization must be validated 
empirically. Also, in order to measure intrapreneurship-supportive culture, we have to 
be clear about what innovation as a dependent variable does precisely mean. Thus, 
there is a need of correlating the framework to measures that reflect organizational 
inventiveness, innovativeness, performance, or the like. This also includes what has 
been address earlier by Nakata & Sivakumar (1996), who suggest that 
intrapreneurship-supportive culture would be different for the early and the later 
stages of the innovation process. The early phases, often described as the fuzzy front 
end with long distance to application, require creativity, higher degrees of freedoms, 
divergent research, and exploration. The later phases centre on exploitation, process 
efficiency and planning, convergent development, and implementation towards 
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intrapreneurship-supportive culture would not be competing with a culture that 
promotes efficiency and quality, both characteristics of the later phases of exploitation 
and implementation. Also, it is rather difficult to clearly separate the two phases in 
practice: Where exactly should one make the cut? Is not the transition more or less 
fluent? In any case, the focus of this contribution is on the early phases to promote 
intrapreneurship and the development of radical innovation. 
Also, questions of relevance and implications for practice must be addressed. We may 
ask, for instance, whether this kind of culture is relevant for the context of business 
economics. If yes, does intrapreneurship-supportive culture exist in certain, highly 
innovative organizations? And, if not, how can we trigger cultural change? Therefore, 
organizational members must become aware that sustainable innovation and 
intrapreneurship require a specific culture. Usually, cultural change process require 
that people recognize that “survival of the community” is at stake (Trompenaars & 
Hampden-Turner, 2001). Thus, promoting an intrapreneurship-supportive culture 
must be done in the way that people realize that a certain old way of doing things does 
not work anymore. Yet, sensitizing people is not enough to facilitate cultural change 
in the way that it is effectively changing the behaviour of people and other individual 
and organizational outcomes. The individual intention and willingness to change are 
prerequisites of change in behaviour. This is because culture is made by interaction of 
people, confirmed by others, conventionalized and passed on to others or newcomers 
to learn, and at the same time determining further interaction (Trompenaars & 
Hampden-Turner, 2001). Thus, given empirical validation of the conceptualization, 
concrete levers of action must be defined in order to effectively facilitate a change 
towards an intrapreneurship-supportive culture.  
The onion metaphor of culture (see Figure 2-1) helps to visualize how easily or 
difficultly the change towards an intrapreneurship-supportive culture can be realized. 
Cultural change is easier as long as the outer layers of culture are addressed. The 
deeper the cultural layer, the more sustainable anchored a culture and, in consequence, 
the more difficult to change it. The outer layers of culture are very much a question of 
organizational culture and relate to what Hofstede et al. (1990) label organizational 
practices. These include, for instance, products and services provided, specific 
organizational structures implemented, norms defined to guide behaviour and values 
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rather easy to influence and to change. In contrast, the inner layers and in particular 
the heart of the onion, are individual-based learned and increasingly deeply 
internalized attitudes, perceptions and basic assumptions. It is rather difficult or often 
impossible to change them. Thus, promoting change towards an intrapreneurship-
supportive culture requires addressing the organizational (NCxCC) and the individual 
level (NCxPC) of culture simultaneously.  
Based on this, several recommendations for further research can be derived. Given the 
literature-based approach, it is required to empirically test and verify the new 
conceptualizing of intrapreneurship-supportive culture. Both longitudinal and 
multidimensional studies are recommended to relate intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture to organizational innovativeness and performance (Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001). 
Also, it might be interesting to compare our approach (based on culture) with other 
empirical studies on factors and determinants of innovation and intrapreneurship 
(independent from culture). This would be in line with what has been suggested by 
Damanpour (1991), that new studies should consider different dimensions and 
variables, such as the individual, organizational and environmental level and include 
measurement of innovation using not only technical, but also organizational and 
administrative aspects. Next, given the various contributions which qualitatively 
describe intrapreneurship-supportive culture and give – often incomplete – advice of 
how to implement it, this topic has certainly high relevance for business practice. 
Thus, there is a need to produce practice relevant outcomes and to make efforts in 
order to better understand how this concept (model?) of intrapreneurship-supportive 
culture can be linked to some concrete levers of action to effectively shape it on the 
company level.  
  - 35 - Appendix: Overview of the dimensions and sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship-
supportive culture 
PDI  Cross-functional teams   Ahmet, 1998 
Anfuso, 1999  
Bitzer, 1991 
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995 
Damanpour, 1991 
de Chambreau & Mackenzie, 1986 
Ekvall, 1996 




Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994 
Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987 
Matins & Terblanche, 2003 
McGinnis & Verney 1987 
Nicholson, 1998 
Ottum & Moore, 1997 
Pinchot, 1985 
Rice, 2003  
Rodruigez-Pomeda et al., 2003 
Russel, 1999 
  Empowerment  DTT, 2004  
Fayolle, 1999  
Higgins, 1995a, 1995b  
Kanter, 2000  
Kotter & Heskett, 1992  
Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994 
  Flat organizational structures  Ahmet, 1998 
Dougherty & Hardy, 1996 
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006 
Fry, 1987 
Haskins & Williams, 1987 
Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b 
Kanter, 1985 
McGinnis & Verney, 1987 
Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996 
Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003 
Russel, 1999 
Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985 
Süssmuth-Dyckerhoff, 1995 
  Free, open communication  Ahmet, 1998 
Bitzer, 1991 
Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004 
Damanpour, 1991 
de Chambreau & Mackenzie, 1986 
Draeger-Ernst, 2003 
Fry, 1987  
  - 36 - Haskins & Williams, 1987 
Hisrich, 1990 
Martins & Terblanche, 2003 
McDermott, 1999 
McGinnis & Verney, 1987 
Ottum & Moore, 1997 
Russell, 1999 
  Top-management support  Ahmet, 1998  
Bitzer, 1991  
Chandler et al., 2000  
Chisholm, 1987  
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995  
Fry, 1987 
Haskins & Williams, 1987 
Hisrich, 1990  
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989  
Kuratko et al., 1990  
Rule & Irwin, 1988  
Süssmuth Dyckerhoff, 1995 










Haskins & Williams 1987 
Hisrich, 1990 
Kahn, 1996 
Russell & Russell, 1992 
Sherwood, 2002 
Thwaites, 1992 
Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001 
UAI  Little bureaucracy   Ahmet, 1998 
Damanpour, 1996 
Dougherty & Hardy, 1996 
Draeger-Ernst, 2003 
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006 
Fry, 1987 
Haskins & Williams, 1987 
Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b 
Kanter, 1985 
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989 
McGinnis & Verney, 1987 
Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996 
Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003 
Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985 
  - 37 -   Tolerance for failure   Ahmet, 1998  
Bitzer, 1991  
Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004  
Chisholm, 1987  
Collins & Porras, 1994  
Draeger-Ernst, 2003  
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006  
Frohman, 1998  
Fry, 1987  
Haskins & Williams, 1987  
Higgins, 1995a, 1995b  
Hisrich, 1990  
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989  
Kuratko et al., 1990  
Nicholson, 1998  
Pinchot, 1985  
Russell & Russell, 1992  
Russell, 1999 
Sherwood, 2002  
Smith, 1998  
Süssmuth-Dyckerhoff, 1995  




Czernich, 2003, 2004 
Draeger-Ernst, 2003 
DTT, 2004 
Duncan et al., 1988 
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006 
Ekvall, 1996 
Fayolle, 2003 
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989 
Kuratko et al., 1990 
Martins & Terblanche, 2003 
Mokyr, 1990 
Pinchot, 1985 
Rothwell & Wissema, 1986 
Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985 
Thornberry, 2001 
  Willingness to learn form failure  Bitzer, 1991  
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995  
Kanter, 1985 
Pinchot, 1985  
IND  Autonomy   Ahmet, 1998  
Draeger-Ernst, 2003  
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006  
Ekvall, 1996  
Fayolle, 2003  
Fry, 1987  
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Kanter, 1985  
Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987  
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996  
Martins & Terblanche, 2003  
McGinnis & Verney, 1987  
Morris et al., 1994  
Nicholson, 1998  
Peters & Waterman, 1982  
Pinchot & Pellman, 1999  
Pinchot, 1985  
Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003  
Russell, 1999  
Salomo et al., 2003a  
Schmid, 1987  
Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001 
  Availability of resources  Bitzer, 1991 
Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004 
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995  
de Chambreau & Mackenzie, 1986 
Hisrich, 1990 
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989  
Kuratko et al., 1990  
Pinchot, 1985  
Russell, 1999  
Schmid, 1987 
Süssmuth-Dyckerhoff, 1995 
  Commitment persistence  Ahmet, 1998  
Bitzer, 1991 
Chisholm, 1987 
Kahn, 1996  
Kanter, 1985  
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989  
Martins & Terblanche, 2003  
McGinnis & Verney, 1987  
Pinchot, 1985  
Rule & Irwin, 1988 
Russell, 1999 
  Organizational slack  Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995  
Draeger-Ernst, 2003  
Duncan et al., 1988 
Kanter, 1985  
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989  
Kuratko et al., 1990  
Pinchot, 1985  
Russell, 1999  
Schmid, 1987 
  Sponsor/mentor  Bitzer, 1991  
Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004  
Coulson-Thomas, 1999  
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Fayolle, 2003  
Fry, 1987  
Haskins & Williams, 1987 
Hisrich, 1990 
Howell & Higgins, 1990a, 1990b  
Howell et al., 2005  
Kanter, 1985 
Kuratko et al., 1990 
Maidique, 1980  
Pinchot, 1985  
Quinn, 1979  
Reitz, 1998  
Robinson, 2001  
Rule & Irwin, 1988 
Schmid, 1987 
Schön, 1963  
Shane et al., 1995  
Shane, 1997  
Souder, 1981b  
von Hippel et al., 2000 
  Superordinate goals  Ahmet, 1998 
Kahn, 1996 
Kanter, 1985 
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989 
Matins & Terblanche, 2003 
McGinnis & Verney, 1987 
Pinchot, 1985 
Russel, 1999 
MAS   Appropriate rewards  Ahmet, 1998  
Anfuso, 1999  
Bitzer, 1991 
Bretani & Kleinschmidt, 2004  
Chandler et al., 2000  
Chisholm 1987 
de Chambreau, Mackenzie, 1986 
Duncan et al., 1988  
Fry, 1987  
Haskins & Williams, 1987  
Higgins, 1995b  
Hisrich, 1990  
Kanter, 1985  
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989  
Kuratko et al., 1990;  
Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987  
Martins & Terblanche, 2003  
McGinnis & Verney, 1987  
Nicholson, 1998  
Pinchot, 1985  
Rule & Irwin, 1988  
  - 40 - Schmid, 1987  
Sherwood, 2002  
Süssmuth-Dyckerhoff, 1995 
  Need to achieve  Barczak & Wilemon, 1992  
Bitzer, 1991  
Chisholm, 1987  
Collins & Porras, 1994  
Draeger-Ernst, 2003  
DTT, 2004  
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006  
Frohman, 1998  
Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987  
McGinnis & Verney, 1987  
Nakata & Sivakumar, 1996  
Pinchot & Pellman, 1999  
Quinn, 1979  
Rodriguez-Pomeda et al., 2003  
Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985  
Thamhain, 1990 
LTO  Flexibility  Ahmet, 1998  
Bingham, 2003  
Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1995 
Damanpour, 1991  
Draeger-Ernst, 2003 
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006  
Fayolle, 2003  
Haskins & Williams 1987 
Kanter, 1985 
Matins & Terblanche, 2003 
Özsomer et al., 1997 
Pinchot, 1985 
Rothwell & Wissema, 1986  
Rule & Irwin, 1988 
Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985  
Ulijn & Weggeman, 2001  
Utterback, 1994a, 1994b 
  Long-term business objectives  Brazeal, 1996  
Fry, 1987  
Hisrich, 1990  
Pinchot, 1985  
Rothwell & Wissema, 1986 
  Vision   Bitzer, 1991  
Hisrich, 1990 
Kanter, 1985  
Lynn & Akgün, 2001 
McGinnis & Verney, 1987 
O'Connor& Veryzer, 2001 
Pinchot, 1985  
Schmid, 1987 
OSO  Customer orientation  Bitzer, 1991  
  - 41 - Eesley & Longenecker, 2006  
Fry, 1987  
Haskins & Williams, 1987  
Kohli & Jaworski, 1990  
McGinnis & Verney, 1987  
Rice, 2003  
Souder, 1981b 
  Market knowledge  Bitzer, 1991 
Chesbrough, 2003  
Draeger-Ernst, 2003  
Frishammar & Hörte 2005  
Fry, 1987 
Haskins & Williams, 1987  
Hisrich, 1990 
Kanter, 2000 
Matins & Terblanche, 2003  
McGinnis & Verney, 1987 
O'Connor & Ayers, 2005  
Pinchot, 1985 
Rodruigez-Pomeda et al., 2003 
Russel, 1999 
Russell & Russell, 1992  
Schmid, 1987 
von Hippel, 2005 
  Willingness to cross functional 
boarders 
Bingham, 2003;  
de Chambreau & Mackenzie, 1986 
Eesley & Longenecker, 2006  
Ekvall, 1996  
Hisrich, 1990 
Kuratko & Montagno, 1989 
Mokyr, 1990  
Pinchot, 1985 
Russell & Russell, 1992 
 
  - 42 - References 
Aaltio, I. (2002, 16-19 June). How to save entrepreneurship over time in a small 
business firm. Paper presented at the 47th World Conference of the 
International Council for Small Business (ICSB), San Juan, Puerto Rico. 
Ahmet, P. K. (1998). Culture and climate for innovation. European Journal of 
Innovation Management, 1(1), 30-43. 
Anfuso, D. (1999). Core values shape w. L. Gore's innovative culture. Workforce, 
78(3), 48-53. 
Antoncic, B., & Hisrich, R. D. (2003). Clarifying the intrapreneurship concept. 
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 10(1), 7. 
Atuahene-Gima, K. (1995). An exploratory analysis of the impact of market 
orientation on new product performance. A contingency approach. Journal of 
Product Innovation Management, 12(4), 275-293. 
Barczak, G., & Wilemon, D. (1992). Successful new product team leaders. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 21(1), 61-68. 
Bingham, P. (2003). Pursuing innovation in a big organization. Research Technology 
Management, 46(4), 52-58. 
Bitzer, M. R. (1991). Intrapreneurship - unternehmertum in der unternehmung. 
Stuttgart: Schäffer. 
Bloor, G., & Dawson, P. (1994). Understanding professional culture in organizational 
context. Organization Studies, 15(2), 275-295. 
Brazeal, D. V. (1996). Managing an entrepreneurial organizational environment. 
Journal of Business Research, 35(1), 55-67. 
Bretani, U., & Kleinschmidt, E. (2004). Corporate culture and commitment: Impact 
on performance of international new product development programs. Journal 
of Product Innovation Management, 21(5), 309-333. 
Burgelman, R. A. (1983). Corporate entrepreneurship and strategic management: 
Insight from a process study. Management Science, 29(12), 1349-1365. 
Carrier, C. (1994). Intrapreneurship in large firms and smes: A comparative study. 
International Small Business Journal, 12(3), 54-69. 
Carrier, C. (1997). Intrapreneurship in small businesses: An exploratory study. 
Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 21(1), 5-20. 
Chandler, G. N., Keller, C., & Lyon, D. W. (2000). Unraveling the determinants and 
consequences of an innovation-supportive organizational culture. 
Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 25(1), 59-76. 
Chesbrough, H. W. (2003). Open innovation: The new imperative for creating and 
profiting from technology. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 
Chisholm, T. A. (1987). Intrapreneurship and bureaucracy. S.A.M. Advanced 
Management Journal, 52(3), 36-40. 
Collins, J. C., & Porras, J. I. (1994). Built to last: Successful habits of visionary 
companies. New York: HarperBusiness. 
  - 43 - Cooper, R. G., & Kleinschmidt, E. J. (1995). Benchmarking the firm's success factors 
in new product development. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 
12(5), 374-391. 
Coulson-Thomas, C. (1999). Individuals and enterprise: Developing intrapreneurs for 
the new millennium. Industrial & Commercial Training, 31(7), 258-261. 
Czernich, C. H. (2003). When do ideas survive in organizations? Variable demands 
on resource-relatedness and framing efforts of the intrapreneur. Paper 
presented at the Academy of Management, Seattle. 
Czernich, C. H. (2004). When ideas meet organizations: The survival of 
entrepreneurial ventures inside the established firm. Stockholm School of 
Economics, Stockholm. 
Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational innovations: A meta-analysis of effects of 
determinants and moderators. Academy of Management Journal, 34(3), 555-
590. 
Deal, T. E., & Kennedy, A. A. (1982). Corporate cultures: The rites and rituals of 
corporate life. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Dougherty, D., & Hardy, C. (1996). Sustained product innovation in large, mature 
organizations: Overcoming innovation-to-organization problems. Academy of 
Management Journal, 39(5), 1120-1153. 
Draeger-Ernst, A. (2003). Vitalisierendes intrapreneurship: Gestaltungskonzept und 
fallstudie. München; Mering: Hampp. 
Drucker, P. F. (1985). Innovation and entrepreneurship: Practice and principles. New 
York: Harper & Row. 
Duncan, W. J., Ginter, P. M., Rucks, A. C., & Jacobs, T. D. (1988). Intrapreneurship 
and the reinvention of the corporation. Business Horizons, 31(3), 16-21. 
Eesley, D. T., & Longenecker, C. O. (2006). Gateways to intrapreneurship. Industrial 
Management, 48(1), 18-23. 
Ekvall, G. (1996). Organizational climate for creativity and innovation. European 
Journal of Work & Organizational Psychology, 5(1), 105-123. 
Fayolle, A. (1999). L'ingénieur entrepreneur français: Contribution à la 
compréhension des comportements de création et reprise d'entreprise des 
ingénieurs diplômés. Paris: L'Harmattan. 
Fayolle, A. (2003). Instiller l'esprit d'entreprendre dans les grandes entreprises et les 
organisations. Gérer et Comprendre(72), 26-39. 
Fayolle, A., Ulijn, J. M., & Degeorge, J.-M. (2005). The entrepreneurial and 
innovative orientation of french, german and dutch engineers: The proposal of 
a european context based upon some empirical evidence from two studies. In 
A. Fayolle, P. Kyrö & J. M. Ulijn (Eds.), Entrepreneurship research in 
europe: Outcomes and perspectives (pp. 227-255). Cheltenham: Edward 
Elgar. 
Finniston, M. (1980). Engineering our future (Report of the Committee of Inquiry 
into the Engineering Profession; presented to Parliament by the Secretary of 
State for Industry by command of Her Majesty). London: H.M.S.O. 
  - 44 - Fishman, C. (2000). Creative tension. Fast Company (40), 358-388. 
Frishammar, J., & Hörte, S. A. (2005). Managing external information in 
manufacturing firms: The impact on innovation performance. Journal of 
Product innovation management, 22(3), 251-266. 
Frohman, A. L. (1998). Building a culture for innovation. Research Technology 
Management, 41(2), 9-12. 
Fry, A. (1987). The post-it note: An intrapreneurial success. S.A.M. Advanced 
Management Journal, 52(3), 4-9. 
Funke, C., & Andonian, A. (2005). Hightech-standort europa akut gefährdet. 
München: McKinsey&Company. 
Griffin, A., & Hauser, J. R. (1996). Integrating r&d and marketing: A review and 
analysis of the literature. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 13(3), 
191-215. 
Handy, C. B. (1976). Understanding organizations. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books. 
Haskins, G., & Williams, R. (1987). Intrapreneurship in action: Successful european 
company practices. London: The Economist Publications. 
Heinonen, J., & Korvela, K. (2003, 10-12 September). How about measuring 
intrapreneurship? Paper presented at the 33rd Entrepreneurship, Innovation 
and Small Business Conference, Milan, Italy. 
Higgins, J. M. (1995a). Innovate or evaporate. The Futurist, 29(5), 42-48. 
Higgins, J. M. (1995b). Innovate or evaporate: Test and improve your organization's 
i.Q., its innovation quotient. Winter Park: New Management Publishing. 
Hisrich, R. D. (1990). Entrepreneurship/intrapreneurship. American Psychologist, 
45(2), 209-222. 
Hofstede, G. H. (1980). Culture's consequences: International differences in work 
related values. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications. 
Hofstede, G. H. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, 
institutions and organizations across nations. London: Sage Publications. 
Hofstede, G. H., & Bond, M. H. (1988). The confucius connection: From cultural 
roots to economic growth. Organizational Dynamics, 16(4), 5-21. 
Hofstede, G. H., & Hofstede, G. J. (2005). Cultures and organizations: Software of 
the mind. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Hofstede, G. H., Neuijen, B., Ohayv, D. D., & Sanders, G. (1990). Measuring 
organizational cultures: A qualitative and quantitative study across twenty 
cases. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(2), 286-316. 
Hornsby, J. S., Kuratko, D. F., & Zahra, S. A. (2002). Middle managers perception of 
the internal environment for corporate entrepreneurship: Assessing a 
measurement scale. Journal of Business Venturing, 17(3), 253-273. 
Howell, J. M., & Higgins, C. A. (1990a). Champions of change: Identifying, 
understanding, and supporting champions of technological innovations. 
Organizational Dynamics, 19(1), 40-55. 
  - 45 - Howell, J. M., & Higgins, C. A. (1990b). Champions of technological innovation. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(2), 317-330. 
Howell, J. M., Shea, C. M., & Higgins, C. A. (2005). Champions of product 
innovations: Defining, developing, and validating a measure of champion 
behavior. Journal of Business Venturing, 20(5), 641-661. 
Hurley, R. F., & Hult, G. T. M. (1998). Innovation, market orientation, and 
organizational learning: An integration and empirical examination. Journal of 
Marketing, 62(3), 42-54. 
Johnston, D. L. (1989). Engineering contributions to the evolution of management 
practice. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 36(2), 105. 
Jones, G. K., & Davis, H. J. (2000). National culture and innovation: Implications for 
locating global r&d operations. Management International Review, 40(1), 11-
39. 
Kahn, K. B. (1996). Interdepartmental integration: A definition with implications for 
product development performance. Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 13(2), 89-166. 
Kanter, R. M. (1983). The change masters: Innovation for productivity in the 
american corporation. New York: Simon and Schuster. 
Kanter, R. M. (1985). Supporting innovation and venture development in established 
companies. Journal of Business Venturing, 1(1), 47-60. 
Kanter, R. M. (2000). A culture of innovation. Executive Excellence, 17(8), 10-11. 
Kelley, D., Neck, H. M., O'Connor, G. C., & Paulson, A. (2002). Developing radical 
innovation capabilities: Opposing forces from the corporate entrepreneurship 
and organizational systems. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research   
Retrieved September 5, 2003, from 
http://www.babson.edu/entrep/fer/Babson2002/XVII/XVII_P1/P1/html/xvii-
p1.htm 
Kirzner, I. M. (1997). Entrepreneurial discovery and the competitive market process: 
An austrian approach. Journal of Economic Literature, 35(1), 60. 
Klein, H. (2002). Internal corporate venturing: Die überwindung von 
innovationsbarrieren in dax-100-unternehmen. Wiesbaden: Dt. Univ.-Verl. 
Klein, H., & Specht, G. (2002). Internal corporate venturing. An exploratory study on 
how large german corporations foster radical innovations (Working Paper 
No. 15). Darmstadt: Darmstadt University of Technology, Institute of 
Business Administration, Technology Management & Marketing. 
Klevorick, A. K., Levin, R. C., Nelson, R. R., & Winter, S. G. (1995). On the sources 
and significance of interindustry differences in technological opportunities. 
Research Policy, 24(2), 185. 
Kohli, A. K., & Jaworski, B. J. (1990). Market orientation: The construct, research 
propositions, and managerial implications. Journal of Marketing, 54(2), 1-18. 
Kotter, J., & Heskett, J. (1992). Corporate culture and performance. Indianapolis: 
MacMillan. 
  - 46 - Kroeber, A. L., & Kluckhohn, C. (1952). Culture: A critical review of concepts and 
definitions. Cambridge, MA: Peabody Museum. 
Kumpe, T., & Bolwijn, P. T. (1994). Toward the innovative firm--challenge for r&d 
management. Research Technology Management, 37(1), 38-44. 
Kuratko, D. F., & Montagno, R. V. (1989). The intrapreneurial spirit. Training & 
Development Journal, 43(10), 83-85. 
Kuratko, D. F., Montagno, R. V., & Hornsby, J. S. (1990). Developing an 
intrapreneurial assessment instrument for an effective corporate 
entrepreneurial environment. Strategic Management Journal, 11(Summer 
Special), 49. 
Leonardi, P., Jackson, M., Waite, W., & Diwan, A. (2005). Occupational work styles 
and organizational change: A constitutive perspective on engineering culture, 
65th Academy of Management Annual Meeting. Honolulu. 
Lewicki, R. J., Litterer, J. A., Minton, J. W., & Saunders, D. M. (1994). Negotiation 
(2nd ed.). Homewood: Irwin. 
Lorange, P. (1999). The internal entrepreneur as a driver of growth. General 
Management Review, 8-14. 
Luchsinger, V., & Bagby, D. R. (1987). Entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship: 
Behaviors, comparisons, and contrasts. S.A.M. Advanced Management 
Journal, 52(3), 10-13. 
Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation 
construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 
21(1), 135-172. 
Maidique, M. A. (1980). Entrepreneurs, champions, and technological innovation. 
Sloan Management Review, 21(2), 59-76. 
Mair, J. (2005). Entrepreneurial behavior in a large traditional firm: Exploring key 
drivers. In T. Elfring (Ed.), Corporate entrepreneurship and venturing (Vol. 
10, pp. 49-72). New York: Springer. 
Martins, E. C., & Terblanche, F. (2003). Building organisational culture that 
stimulates creativity and innovation. European Journal of Innovation 
Management, 6(1), 64-74. 
McDermott, R. (1999). Why information technology inspired but cannot deliver 
knowledge management. California Management Review, 41(4), 103-127. 
McGinnis, M. A., & Verney, T. P. (1987). Innovation management and 
intrapreneurship. SAM Advanced Management Journal, 52(3), 19-23. 
Miles, M. P., & Covin, J. G. (2002). Exploring the practice of corporate venturing: 
Some common forms and their organizational implications. Entrepreneurship: 
Theory & Practice, 26(3), 21-40. 
Miron, E., Erez, M., & Naveh, E. (2004). Do personal characteristics and cultural 
values that promote innovation, quality, and efficiency compete or 
complement each other? Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(2), 175-199. 
Mokyr, J. (1990). The lever of riches: Technological creativity and economic 
progress. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
  - 47 - Morris, M. H., Avila, R. A., & Allen, J. (1993). Individualism and the modern 
corporation: Implications for innovation and entrepreneurship. Journal of 
Management, 19(3), 595-612. 
Morris, M. H., Davis, D. L., & Allen, J. W. (1994). Fostering corporate 
entrepreneurship: Cross-cultural comparisons of the importance of 
individualism versus collectivism. Journal of International Business Studies, 
25(1), 65-89. 
Nakata, C., & Sivakumar, K. (1996). National culture and new product development: 
An integrative view. Journal of Marketing, 60(1), 61-72. 
Nicholson, G. C. (1998). Keeping innovation alive. Research Technology 
Management, 41(3), 34-40. 
Nilsson, P. I. (2005). Global innovation excellence study 2005 - how companies use 
innovation to improve profitability and growth. Gothenburg: Arthur D. Little. 
O'Connor, G. C., & Ayers, A. D. (2005). Building a radical innovation competency. 
Research Technology Management, 48(1), 23-31. 
Ottum, B. D., & Moore, W. L. (1997). The role of market information in new product 
success/failure. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 14(4), 258-273. 
Özsomer, A., Calantone, R., & Di Benedetto, A. (1997). What makes firms more 
innovative? A look at organizational and environmental factors. Journal of 
Business & Industrial Marketing, 12(6), 400-416. 
Peters, T. J., & Waterman, R. H. (1982). In search of excellence: Lessons from 
america's best-run companies. New York: Harper & Row. 
Pinchot, G. (1985). Intrapreneuring: Why you do not have to leave the corporation to 
become an entrepreneur (1st ed.). New York: Harper & Row. 
Pinchot, G., & Pellman, R. (1999). Intrapreneuring in action: A handbook for 
business innovation. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publ. 
Quinn, J. B. (1979). Technological innovation, entrepreneurship, and strategy. Sloan 
Management Review, 20(3), 19-30. 
Reichwald, R., & Piller, F. (2005). Open innovation: Kunden als partner im 
innovationsprozess: TU München, Fakultät für Wirtschaftswissenschaften, 
Lehrstuhl für Betriebswirtschaftslehre. 
Reitz, H. J. (1998). Intrapreneurs and market-based managers: Pirates and gamblers or 
knights and saints? Business Horizons, 41(6), 49. 
Rice, G. (2003). The challenge of creativity and culture: A framework for analysis 
with application to arabian gulf firms. International Business Review, 12(4), 
461-477. 
Ritter, T., & Gemünden, H. G. (2003). Network competence: Its impact on innovation 
success and its antecedents. Journal of Business Research, 56(9), 745-755. 
Robbins, S. P. (1998). Organizational behavior: Concepts, controversies, 
applications (8th ed.). Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall. 
Robinson, M. (2001). The ten commandments of intrapreneurs. New Zealand 
Management, 48(11), 95-97. 
  - 48 - Rochester, J. (2002). Becoming a professional — education is only the beginning. 
IEEE-USA Today's Engineer   Retrieved 30 May, 2005, from 
http://www.todaysengineer.org/archives/te_archives/feb02/te1.asp 
Rodriguez-Pomeda, J., Casani-Fernandez de Navarrete, F., Morcillo-Orega, P., & 
Rodriguez-Anton, J. M. (2003). The figure of the intrapreneur in driving 
innovation and initiative for the firm's transformation. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, 3(4), 349-357. 
Rosenberg, N. (1996). Uncertainty and technological change. In R. Landau, T. Taylor 
& G. Wright (Eds.), The mosaic of economic growth (pp. 335-447). Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press. 
Rothwell, R., & Wissema, H. (1986). Technology, culture, and public policy. 
Technovation, 4(2), 91-115. 
Rule, E. G., & Irwin, D. W. (1988). Fostering intrapreneurship in the new competitive 
edge. Journal of Business Strategy, 9(3), 44-47. 
Russell, C. J., & Russell, R. D. (1992). An examination of the effects of 
organizational norms, organizational structure, and environmental uncertainty 
on entrepreneurial strategy. Journal of Management, 18(4), 639-656. 
Russell, R. D. (1999). Developing a process model of intrapreneurial systems: A 
cognitive mapping approach. Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 23(3), 65-
84. 
Salomo, S., Krieger, A., & Gemünden, H. G. (2003a). Autonomie von 
innovationsvorhaben: TU Berlin, Institut für Technologie und Management, 
Lehrstuhl für Innovations- und Technologiemanagement. 
Salomo, S., Steinhoff, F., & Trommsdorff, V. (2003b). Customer orientation in 
innovation projects and new product development success - the moderating 
effect of product innovativeness. International Journal of Technology 
Management, 26(5/6), 442-463. 
Schein, E. H. (2004). Organizational culture and leadership (3rd ed.). San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Schmeling, E. (2001). Good citizens in a global economy. Individualism-collectivism 
and power distance as predictors of organizational citizenship behavior. 
Unpublished Diplomarbeit, Universität Konstanz, Konstanz. 
Schmid, M. (1987). Intrapreneurship: Ein konzept für innovatives verhalten in 
bürokratischen unternehmen. Zeitschrift Führung + Organisation, 56(1), 20-
26. 
Schneider, S. C., & Barsoux, J.-L. (1997). Managing across cultures. London: 
Prentice Hall. 
Schön, D. A. (1963). Champions for radical new inventions. Harvard Business 
Review, 41(2), 77-86. 
Schumpeter, J. A. (1934). The theory of economic development. Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press. 
Selfridge, R. J., & Sokolik, S. L. (1975). A comprehensive view of organization-
development. MSU Business Topics, 23(1), 46-61. 
  - 49 - Shane, S. A. (1997). Cultural differences in the championing of global innovation. In 
J. A. Katz (Ed.), The human side of managing technological innovation: A 
collection of readings (pp. 296-303). New York: Oxford University Press. 
Shane, S. A., Venkataraman, S., & MacMillan, I. (1995). Cultural differences in 
innovation championing strategies. Journal of Management, 21(5), 931-952. 
Shaw, V., Shaw, C. T., & Enke, M. (2003). Conflict between engineers and 
marketers: The experience of german engineers. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 32(6), 489-499. 
Sherwood, D. (2002). Creating an innovative culture. Oxford: Capstone Publishing. 
Sirmon, D. G., & Lane, P. J. (2004). A model of cultural differences and international 
alliance performance. Journal of International Business Studies, 35(4), 306-
319. 
Smith, M. (1998). The development of an innovation culture. Management 
Accounting: Magazine for Chartered Management Accountants, 76(2), 22-24. 
Sommerlatte, T. (2001). Voraussetzungen fur innovationen in unternehmen - das 
harmonisierende zusammenspiel von innovationsstrategie, innovationsprozess 
und innovationskultur. In M. Braun, A. Feige & T. Sommerlatte (Eds.), 
Business-innovation: Quantensprünge statt "innovatiönchen"; ein wegweiser 
zur zielgerichteten geschäftserneuerung. Frankfurt a.M.: FAZ-Institut für 
Management-, Markt- und Medieninformationen. 
Souder, W. E. (1981a). Disharmony between r&d and marketing. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 10(1), 67-73. 
Souder, W. E. (1981b). Encouraging entrepreneurship in the large corporations. 
Research Management, 24(3), 18-22. 
Souder, W. E. (1988). Managing relations between r&d and marketing in new product 
development projects. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 5(1), 6-19. 
Specht, G., Beckmann, C., & Amelingmeyer, J. (2002). F&e-management: 
Kompetenz im innovationsmanagement (2nd ed.). Stuttgart: Schäffer-Poeschel. 
Stevenson, H. H., & Gumpert, D. E. (1985). The heart of entrepreneurship. Harvard 
Business Review, 63(2), 85-94. 
Stevenson, H. H., & Jarillo, J. C. (1990). A paradigm of entrepreneurship: 
Entrepreneurial management. Strategic Management Journal, 11(4), 17-27. 
Süssmuth Dyckerhoff, C. (1995). Intrapreneuring: Ein ansatz zur vitalisierung reifer 
gross-unternehmen. Bern: Haupt. 
Thamhain, H. J. (1990). Managing technologically innovative team efforts toward 
new product success. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 7(1), 5-18. 
Thomas, A. S., & Mueller, S. L. (2000). A case for comparative entrepreneurship: 
Assessing the relevance of culture. Journal of International Business Studies, 
31(2), 287-301. 
Thornberry, N. E. (2001). Corporate entrepreneurship: Antidote or oxymoron? 
European Management Journal, 19(5), 526-533. 
  - 50 - Thwaites, D. (1992). Organizational influences on the new product development 
process in financial services. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 
9(4), 303-313. 
Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder; Oxford: Westview 
Press. 
Trompenaars, F., & Hampden-Turner, C. (2001). Riding the waves of culture: 
Understanding cultural diversity in business (2nd ed.). London: Nicholas 
Brealey. 
Tushman, M. L. (2004). From engineering management/r&d management, to the 
management of innovation, to exploiting and exploring over value nets: 50 
years of research initiated by the ieee-tem. IEEE Transactions on Engineering 
Management, 51(4), 409-411. 
Ulich, E. (1990). Technik und unternehmenskultur: Zehn anmerkungen. In C. 
Lattmann (Ed.), Die unternehmenskultur (pp. 81-105). Heidelberg: Physica 
Verlag. 
Ulijn, J. M., & Brown, T. (2004). Innovation, entrepreneurship and culture, a matter 
of interaction between technology, progress and economic growth? An 
introduction. In T. Brown & J. M. Ulijn (Eds.), Entrepreneurship, innovation 
and culture (pp. 1-38). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 
Ulijn, J. M., & Fayolle, A. (2004). Towards cooperation between european start ups: 
The position of the french, dutch, and german entrepreneurial and innovative 
engineer. In T. Brown & J. M. Ulijn (Eds.), Entrepreneurship, innovation and 
culture (pp. 204-232). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 
Ulijn, J. M., Lincke, A., & Wynstra, F. (2004). The effect of dutch and german culture 
on negotiation strategy: An exploratory study to compare innovation and 
operations contexts. International Negotiation, 9(2), 201-228. 
Ulijn, J. M., Nagel, A., & Tan Wee, L. (2001). The impact of national, corporate and 
professional cultures on innovation: German and dutch firms compared. 
Journal of Enterprising Culture, 9(1), 21-51. 
Ulijn, J. M., & Weggeman, M. (2001). Towards an innovation culture: What are its 
national, corporate, marketing and engineering aspects, some experimental 
evidence. In S. Cartwright, C. L. Cooper & P. C. Early (Eds.), The 
international handbook of organizational culture and climate (pp. 487-517). 
Chichester: Wiley. 
Utterback, J. M. (1994a). Mastering the dynamics of innovation: How companies can 
seize opportunities in the face of technological change. Boston, MA: Harvard 
Business School Press. 
Utterback, J. M. (1994b). Radical innovation and corporate regeneration. Research 
Technology Management, 37(4), 10-17. 
Vanhaverbeke, W., & Kirschbaum, R. (2005). Building new competencies for new 
business creation based on breakthrough technological innovations. In R. 
Sanchez & A. Heene (Eds.), A focused issue on understanding growth: 
Entrepreneurship, innovation and diversification (pp. 139-157). Oxford: 
Elsevier Science. 
  - 51 - Veenker, S., van der Sijde, P. C., During, W., & Nijhof, A. (2004, 24-25 May). The 
perception of corporate entrepreneurship in dutch organisations. Paper 
presented at the High-Technology Small Firms Conference, Enschede. 
von Hippel, E. (2005). Democratizing innovation. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
von Hippel, E., Thomke, S., & Sonnack, M. (2000). Creating breakthroughs at 3m. 
Health Forum Journal, 43(4), 20-26. 
von Rosenstiel, L. (2000). Organisationsanalyse. In U. Flick & E. von Kardorff 
(Eds.), Qualitative forschung: Ein handbuch (pp. 224-238). Reinbek: 
Rowohlt-Taschenbuch-Verlag. 
Wagner, J., & Moch, M. K. (1986). Individualism-collectivism: Concept and measure. 
Group & Organization Studies, 11(3), 280-304. 
Wennekers, S., Uhlaner, L. M., & Thurik, R. (2002). Entrepreneurship and its 
conditions: A macro perspective. International Journal of Entrepreneurship 
Education, 1(1), 25-64. 
Weule, H. (2002). Integriertes forschungs- und entwicklungsmanagement: 
Grundlagen - strategien - umsetzung. München: Hanser. 
Wever, U. A. (1992). Unternehmenskultur in der praxis: Erfahrungen eines insiders 
bei zwei spitzenunternehmen (3rd ed.). Frankfurt am Main: Campus. 
Wiebecke, G. (1987). Lehrbuch der organisationsphilosophie (2nd ed.). München: 
Psychologie Verlags Union. 
 
 
  - 52 -                              
 




Ecis working papers 2005/ 2006: 
 
 
05.01  V.A. Gilsing & B. Nooteboom  
In search of the origins of novelty: exploring novel combinations in allopatric speciation 
 
05.02  V.A. Gilsing & C.E.A.V. Lemmens  
Strategic alliance networks and innovation: a deterministic and voluntaristic view combined 
 
05.03  M.C.J. Caniëls & H.A. Romijn 
What Works, and Why, in Business Services Provision for SMEs: Insights from 
evolutionary theory  
 
05.04  C. Macleod & A. Nuvolari  
‘The Ingenious Crowd’: A Critical Prosopography of British Inventors, 1650-1850 
 
05.04.1   B. Nooteboom, W.P.M. Vanhaverbeke, G.M. Duysters, V.A. Gilsing, A.J. van den Oord 
Optimal cognitive distance and absorptive capacity  
 
05.05  P. Criscuolo & B. Verspagen  
Does it matter where patent citations come from?Inventor versus examiner citations in 
European patents 
 
05.06  G. Silverberg & B. Verspagen   
Self-organization of R&D search in complex technology spaces 
 
05.07   H.A. Akkermans & J.E. van Aken   
Strategic decision-making in turbulent setting: creating strategic momentum 
 
05.08  B.M. Sadowski & G. Rasters    
The end of communities of practice in open source projects? Evidence from the Debian 
case. 
 
05.09  T. Siebeling & H.A. Romijn     
Remedial education for black children in rural South Africa: an exploration of success 
using evolutionary innovation theory 
 
05.10  B. Verspagen     
Mapping technological trajectories as patent citation networks. a study on the history of fuel 
cell research 
  - 53 -  
 
05.11  B.M. Sadowski, G.M. Duysters and G. Sadowski-Rasters 
On the termination of strategic technology alliances: An exploratory study 
 
05.12  T. Siebeling & H.A. Romijn  
Why people contribute voluntarily to innovation: insights from South Africa's siyabuswa 
educational improvement & development trust  
 
05.13  A. Nuvolari & B. Verspagen  
“Unravelling the duty”: lean’s engine reporter and cornish steam engineering 
 
05.14  M. van Dijk & A. Szirmai  
Industrial policy and technology diffusion: evidence from paper making machinery in 
Indonesia 
 
05.15  B.M. Sadowski & S.M. Straathof  
VoIP under the EU Regulatory Framework: Preventing Foreclosure? 
 
05.16  J.E. van Aken & R. Opdenakker  
Strategic momentum: the immediate outcome of an effective strategy formation process 
 
06.01  J .Jacob & A. Szirmai  
International Trade and Knowledge Spillovers: The Case of Indonesian Manufacturing 
 
06.02  C. Castaldi, R. Fontana
 and  A. Nuvolari 
‘Chariots of Fire’: The Evolution of Tank Technology, 1915-1945 
 
06.03  W. Vanhaverbeke, B. Beerkens, G.M. Duysters and V. Gilsing  
Explorative and exploitative learning strategies intechnology-based alliance networks 
 
06.04  R. Brennenraedts, R.  Bekkers & B. Verspagen  
The different channels of university-industry knowledge transfer: Empirical evidence from 
Biomedical Engineering.  
 
06.05  B. Verspagen  
University research, intellectual property rights and European innovation systems 
 
06.06  I. Aaltio, H.C. Menzel, J.M. Ulijn  
On the way to creativity: engineers as intrapreneurs in organizations 
 
06.07  M.C.J. Caniëls & H.A. Romijn 
Strategic Niche Management as an Operational Tool for Sustainable 
Innovation:Guidelines for Practice 
  
06.08  V. Gilsing, B. Nooteboom, W.Vanhaverbeke, G.M. Duysters, A.van den Oord 
Network embeddedness and the exploration of novel technologies: technological distance, 
betweenness centrality and density  
 
06.09  B.M. Sadowski, M. de Rooij, J. Smits 
State aid, open access and market size: two cases of fith network implementation in Dutch 
municipalities 
 
06.10  H.C. Menzel, R.Krauss, J.M. Ulijn, M.Weggeman 
Developing characteristics of an intrapreneurshi -supportive culture 
  - 54 - 